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FOSEIIORD 



One of my highest priorities and a very central aspect of Connecticut's 
Challenge: An Agenda for Educational Equity and Excellence is the 
implementation of the statewide mastery testing program in mathematics and 
language arts, including listening, reading and writing, for grades 4, 6, and 
8. The testing program is designed to assess specific skill levels of 
students by measuring performance on various learning objectives that students 
reasonably can be expected to have mastered by the end of grades 3, 5, and 7. 

The results of the Connecticut Mastery Test are useful in evaluating: 

o individual student performance in mathematics and language arts; 

o the effectiveness of instructional programs in mathematics and 
language arts; and 

o the effectiveness of the remedial assistance programs in mathematics 
and language arts. 

The Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test, given for the second time in the fall 
of 1986, provides valuable educational information which can be used to 
improve instruction and the basic skills of Connecticut's students. The test 
results have helped local districts to re-examine curriculum and to identify 
students who have not mastered certain skills. 

I encourage you to carefully review the mastery test results provided at the 
student, classroom and district levels. The Department is prepared to assist 
local school districts in the areas of curriculum and professional development. 
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LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND 



In June 1984, the General Assembly of the State of Connecticut amended Section 
10-14 m-r of the Connecticut General Statutes^ an act concerning Education 
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA). This lav provides that: 



o By May 1, 1985, each local or regional board of education shall 

develop and submit for State Board of Education approval, a new plan 
of educational evaluation and remedial assistance. Each plan is to 
address the following: 



o the use of student assessment results for instructional 
improvement ; 

o the identification of individual students in need of remedial 
assistance in language arts/reading, and mathematics; 

o the provision of remedial assistance to students with identified 
needs; and 

o the evaluation of the effectiveness of the instructional 
programs in language arts/reading, and mathematics. 

o Ihe State Board of Education shall administer an annual statewide 
mastery test in language arts/reading, and mathematics to all 
fourtl^-, sixth-, and eighth-grade students. 



o Each student who scores below the statewide remedial standard on one 
or more parts of the eighth-grade mastery examination or the ninth 
grade proficiency test shall be retested. Starting in October 1987, 
these students shall be retested annually, using the eighth-grade 
mastery test, only in the deficient area(s) until such students score 
at or above the statewide remedial standard(s). 

o Biennially, each local or regional board of education shall i^ubmit to 
tk'^ State Board of Education a report which includes indicators of 
student achievement and instructional improvement. 

o On a regularly scheduled basis, the State Board of Education shall 

complete field assessments of the implementation of local FERA plans. 

o On an annual basis, test results and low income data shall be used to 
determine the distribution of available state funds to support: 
remedial assistance programs. 



The purpose of this report is to summarize the developmer^ and 
implementation of the fourth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test. The mastery test 
assesses how well each student is performing on those skills identified by 
content experts and practicing educators as important for students entering 
fourth grade to have mastered. 



OVKRVIEH OF THE MASTERY TEST DEVELOMEMT PROCESS 



In the spring of 1984, the Connecticut General Assembly amended the Education 
Evaluation and Remedial Assistanc^e (EERA) legislation to authorize the 
creation of mastery tests in the basic skill areas of mathematics and language 
arts, including listening, reading and writing skills. The tests were to be 
established for grades 4, 6, and 8. 

The goals of the mastery testing program are: 

o earlier identification of stuvlents needing remedial education; 
o testing a more comprehensive range of academic skills; 
o setting high expectations and standards for student achievement; 
o more useful test achievement information about students, schools and 
districts; 

o improved assessment of suitable equal educational opportunities; and 
o continual monitoring of students in grades 4, 6, and 8. 

The type of test that best addresses these goals is a criterion-referenced 
test. Criterion-referenced tests are designed to assess the specific skill 
levels of students. Such tests usually cover relatively small units of 
content. Their scores have meaning in terms of what the student knows or can 
do. Test results are used to identify the areas of strengths and weaknesses 
of each student. 



Test Construction 

The development of the fourth-grade criterion-referenced mastery test required 
the formation of seven statewide advisory committees. These included the 
Mathematics and Language Arts Committees, the Psychometrics Committee, the 
Bias Committee, the Mastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee, and tr;o 
standard-setting committees, one for mathematics and one for language arts. 
These committees were comprised of representatives from throughout the estate. 
Members were selected for their area of expertise. Approximately 150 
Connecticut educators participated on the mastery test committees which met 
over 80 times over an 18-month period (see Acknowledgements, p. vii). 

Beginning in the spring of 1984, content committees in both language arts 
and mathematics participated in each stage of the test development process, 
including assisting the State Department of Education in the selection of the 
Psychological Corporation as its test contractor. First, the content 
committees reviewed the curriculum materials prevalent throughout the state 
and the scope of the national tests in use in Connecticut at the respective 
grade levels. Additional resources included the Connecticut curriculum guides 
in mathematics and language arts, developed in 1981, as well as the results of 
recent Connecticut Assessment of Educational Progress (CAEP) assessments in 
mathematics and language arts. Next, the committees identified sets of 
preliminary mathematics and language arts objectives which reflected existing 
curriculum materials and the goals of the mastery testing program. The 
content committees defined an objective as an ope rationalized learning outcome 
that was fairly narrow and clearly defined. 
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Four criteria were used in identifying the appropriate learning outcomes 
or test objectives and in selecting specific test items to be included on the 
Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test* To have been cousidered for use, test 
objectives and items must have been: 

(1) significant and important; 

(2) developmentally appropriate; 

(3) reasonable for most students to achieve; and 

(4) generally representative of what Is taught in Connecticut schools. 

Once the objectives were identified, item specifications and/or sample 
items were written. Item specifications are written descriptions of the types 
and forms of test Items that assess an objective. They also prescribe the 
types of answer choices that can be used with each item. 

After the test specifications were written and agreed upon, the test 
contractor wrote items and response choices for each of the objectives. The 
items were then reviewed by the content committees. Items which met the 
criteria of the test specifications and received the approval of the content 
committees were considered for the pilot test. Before testing, the Bias 
Committee reviewed each item for potential adverse discrimination of gender, 
race or ethnicity in the language; or format of the question or response 
choices. After their review was completed, the pilot test forms were 
constructed. Over 500 customized Connecticut items were included in the 
October 1984 Grade 4 pilot test in language arts and mathematics. 

The Psychometrics Committee provided ndvlce concerning other aspects of 
the pilot test including the sampling, design, statistical bias analysis, the 
design of item specifications, and pilot test administration procedures. The 
recommendations proposed by the Psychometrics Committee were reviewed and 
endorsed by the Mastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee. 



Pilot Tests 

After the items had been reviewed, twelve test forms (six in mathematics, and 
six in language arts) were piloted for the Grade 4 test. The purpose of 
several pilot test forms was to ensure that enough test items were included to 
construct three comparable test forms from the pilot test results. 

Over 6,000 Grade 4 students participated in the October 1984 pilot test. 
•In January 1985, the pilot test results were made available to Connecticut 
State Department of Education (CSDE) staff. The process of selecting items to 
construct three comparable test forms began by the Bias Committee examining 
the pilot test statistics of each item for rjotential bias. As a result, some 
items were eliminated from the item pool. From the remaining items, test 
forms were constructed to be equivalent In content and difficulty at both tl 
objective and total test levels • 



11 



Once the items were sorted on this basis ^ the test contractor prepared 
three complete forms of the mathematics test and two complete forms of the 
language arts test. These foras were approved by the content committees. 
Each form was created to be equal in difficulty a^d test lerigth, A third 
language arts test will be constructed after a few ad.^itional items are 
piloted as part of a future test administration. The psychometric procedures 
used to construct these test forms focus primarily on the use of the 
one-parameter latent trait model. 



Survey 

In October 1984, a survey of preliminary Grade 4 mastery test objectives was 
sent to over 3,000 Connecticut educators* The purpose of the survey was to 
determine (1) the importance of the proposed mathematics and reading /language 
arts objectives, and (2) whether the objectives were taught prior to the fall 
of grsi^ 4, Over a 50Z response rate was achieved which included 
approximately one-third of the respondents representing urban school 
districts. As a result of the survey, two objectives were not considered to 
be important learning outcomes before fourth**grade and consequently were 
eliminated from the fourth-grade language arts test by the Language Arts 
Committee, 



Mastety Test Content 

Matheaatlcs, The Mathematics Committee recommended a Grade 4 
mathematics test that assessed twenty-five (25) specific objectives in £o\xr 
domains: (1) Conceptual Understanding; (2) Computational Skills; (3) Problem 
Solving/Applications; and (4) Measurement/Geometry. There are four test items 
per objective for a total of IOC items on the mathematics test, A detailed 
list of domains end objectiw^s is given in Appendix A (p, 21), 

La n guage Arte, The Language Arts commit.tee recommended a 103 "tern 
Grade 4 language arts test that covers two domains: Reading/Listening, and 
Writing/Locating Information. The eleven (11) objectives recommended by the 
Language Arts Committee are presented in Appendix B (p 23), 

The general content of Reading/Listening consisted of narrative, 
expository, and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring a 
student's ability in: (I) Literal Comprehension; (2) Inferential or 
Interpretive Comprehension; and (3) Critical or Evaluatix»e Comprehension. 
Audiotapes were used to assess students* listening comprehension ability in: 
(1) Literal Comprehension and (2) Inferential and Evaluative Comprehension, 
The Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) Test was also used to assess reading. The 
DRP test Included eight (8) pasc^ages and fifty-six (56) test items and was 
designed to measure a student's ability to understand nonfiction English prose 
at different levels of reading ability. 
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The general content area of Writing/Locating InfonMition consisted of 
three components. First, there was a holistic writing sample where writing 
skills were directly assessed. Each student was asked to write a composition 
oa a designated topic. Writing was then judged on a student's demonstrated 
ability to coavey information in a coherent and organized fashion. Second, 
the mechanics of good writing, which was defined as (1) Capitalization and 
Puxictuation, (2) Spelling, Homotyms and Abbreviations, and (3) Agreement, was 
assessed in a multiple choice format. Third, Locating Information, 
(Schedules, Maps, Index and Reference, and Dictionary Meaning) measured 
students' ability to find and use information from the sources listed. A 
detailed list of objectives, and number of items per objective is given in 
Appendix B. (p. 23) 



SBTTIH6 MASTEBY SIAHD&SDS BI OBJECTIVE 

The essence of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) is the establishment of a 
specific mastery standard that accurately reflects students' knowledge and 
competency on each objective. The mastery test incorporates appropriate and 
challenging expectations for Connecticut public school students. The goal of 
the CMT Program is for each student to achieve mastery of all objectives. The 
objectives being tested were identified as appropriate and reasonable for 
students at each of the grades tested. Thes?5 tests are designed to measure a 
student's performance against these specific objectives. 

The process of establishing the mastery standards by objective used a 
statistical method that required two decisions to be operationalized. The 
first decision defined a student who mastered a particular skill as one who 
had a 95% chance of correctly answering each item within the objective. The 
second decision was that the specific standard for each objective would 
identify 99% of the students who mastered the skill. Fcr example, literal 
reading comprehension is measured by 12 questions. By applying the two 
decision rules stated above to a binomial distribution table, a student is 
identified as mastering the skill if he/she gets at least 9 of the 12 items 
correct. 

The mastery standards are as follows: 

o In mathematics, for each of the 25 objectives, a student must answer 
correctly at least 3 out of 4 items. 

o In language arts, for the nine multiple choice objectives with 
varying numbers of items, a student must answer correctly the 
following number of items: 
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WRITING MECHANICS 



# Items Correct 
for Mastery 



(1) Capitalization & Punctuation 


9 




of 


12 


(2) Spelling 


7 


out 


of 


9 


(3) Agreement 


11 


out 


of 


15 


LOCATING INFORMATION 










(4) Schedules, Maps, Table of Contents, 


8 


out 


of 


11 


Title Page, and Dictionary 










LISTENING COIPREHENSION 










(5) Literal 


5 


out 


of 


7 


(6) Inferential & Evaluative 


9 


out 


of 


13 


READING CCMPREHENSION 










(7) Literal 


9 


out 


of 


12 


(8) Inferential 


10 


out 


of 


14 


(9) Evaluative 


7 


out 


of 


10 



No mastery levels vere set for the two holistic language arts measures, 
the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test and the Writing Sample, since these 
measures are not composed of objectives against which mastery could be 
assessed. 



Setting Remedial (Grant) Standaris 

The Psychometrics Committee also considered alternative ways to set standards 
for grant and remedial purposes. Section 10-14 m-r of the CT General Statues 
requires that the Connecticut State Board of Education establish statewide 
standards for remedial assistance in order to meet two responsibilities: 

to identify and monitor the progress of students in need of remedial 
assistance in language arts /reading and mathematics as part of the 
EERA field assessments; and 

to distribute EERA funds based on the number of needy students 
statewide, as well as for use in the Chapter 2 and Priority School 
District Grants. 

« 

The Psychometrics Committee advised setting the standards by the number of 
items correct because of important technical considerations in equating test 
forms. The committee conducted lengthy deliberations over the technical 
feasibility of establishing standards by the number of objectives passed but 
felt there were significant obstacles which could not be overcome. 
Standard-setting committees in mathematics and language arts/reading were 
convened in March 1985 to determine the grant/remedial standards. The 
standard-setting committees recommended the following remedial standards: 
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1. In mathematics, a student who answers fewer than 69 of the 100 items 
(69%) correctly is required to receive further diagnosis by the local 
school district and, if necessary, to be provided with remedial 
assistance. 

2. In reading, a student whose Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) unit score 
is lower than 41 is required to receive further diagnosis and, if 
necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance. 

3. In writing, a student receiving a total holistic score less than 4 is 
required to receive further diagnosis by the local school district 
and, if necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance. 

The recommendations of the Psychometrics Committee and the 
Standard-Setting Committees were reviewed by the Mastery Test Implementation 
Advisory Committee in March 1985. The Mastery Test Implementation Advisory 
Committee (MTIAC) endorsed the procedures used to establish the remedial 
standards with the clarification that the remedial standards should be 
considered broad indicators of student achievement and need. The 
criterion-referenced test is a valuable diagnostic tool used to help districts 
identify students in need of remedial assistance, to target State Department 
of Education resources to those students most in need, and to provide useful 
information to local school districts for improving their curriculum and 
instructional programs. The MTIAC felt strongly that the data generated by 
the State Department of Education should not be used to compare performance 
among districts. 

The mastery and remedial staiulards were adopted, as recommended, by the 
State Board of Education on June 23, 1985. For a detailed explanation of the 
remedial standard-setting process, see Appendix C (p. 25). 



TEST ADHINISTRAIION AND SCORING 

Test sessions were conducted by local school district staff under the 
supervision of local test coordinators who had been trained by staff of the 
Department and the Psychological Corporation. A student who took all subtests 
participated in approximately six and one-half hours of testing. 

The Grade 4 Mastery Test schedule allowed for three weeks of testing 
(including make-ups). This allowed local districts as much latitude as 
possible in adapting test administration to local conditions, in meeting 
students* needs, and in accommodating religious holidays that occur during 
testing. Local plans for administration of the Grade 4 Mastery Test were 
acceptable if the following guidelines were met for all students: 
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Testing Goldellnes: Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test 

a) The writing sample MUST occur on Tuesday, September 23, 1986. 

b) Other testing must occur sometime between September 22 

and October 3, 1986, with makeup testing during the week of 
October 6-10. 

c) All fourth graders in a district must be tested on the same schedule. 

d) Testing must occur during the regular school day in a regular 
classroom setting. 

e) No more than two (2) testing sessions may be administered in one day 
with at least a half-hour break between testing sessions (e.g., two 
a.m. sessions or one a.m. session and one p.m. session). 

f) Make-up sessions MUST conclude by Friday, October 10, 1986. 
Conditions "d" and "e" above must also hold for all make-up sessions. 

The Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test had seven testing sessions. 

- Mathematics I (60 minutes) 

- Mathematics II (60 minutes) 

- Writing sample (45 minutes) 
Degrees of Reading Power (55 minutes) 

- Reading comprehension (60 minutes) 
Listeaing comprehension (45 minutes) 

- Writing mechanics/locating information (60 minutes) 

At the conclusion of the make-up testing period, answer booklets were 
returned to National Computer Systems (NCS) of Iowa City, Iowa for optical 
scanning and scoring, then, organized in preparation for holistic scoring 
workshops. 



Scoring of the Language Arts and Mathematics Test 

The mathematics and language arts multiple-choice tests were machine-scored by 
NCS. Mathematics scores were reported for the total test as well as for 
mastery by each objective. Likewise, language arts scores were reported for 
the total test as well as for mastery of each objective. 



Scoring of the Writing Sample 

The writing sample was scored by Connecticut elementary teachers using a 
technique known as the holistic scoring method. Holistic scoring is an 
impressionistic and quick scoring process that rates written products on the 
basis of their overall quality. It relies upon the scorers' trained 
understanding^ of the general features that determine distinct levels of 
achievement on a scale appropriate to the group of writing pieces being 
evaluated. 
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The major assumption upon which holistic scoring is based is that the 
quality of a piece of writing should be judged on its overall success as a 
whole presentation, rather than on the quality of its component parts. 
Contributing to the rationale underlying holistic scoring Is evidence that: 
(1) no aspect of writing skill can really be judged independently; (2) 
teachers can recognize and agree upon good writing when they see it regardless 
of how they describe writing ability; and (3) teachers will rate pieces of 
writing in much the same way regardless of any discrepant views they might 
hold about how particular components of writing should be weighed* 

The procedure for holistic scoring is specific to the complete set of 
writing scmples on a given topic that a group of scorers have been asked to 
evaluate. That is, the scoring scale is based on the range of ability 
reflected in the particular set of writing samples being assessed* 

Preparatioa £or scoring. Prior to the training/scoring sessions, a 
committee consisting of Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) 
consultants, representatives of the language arts committee and other language 
arts specialists, two Chief Readers and project staff from Measurement Inc. of 
Durham, North Carolina, met and read a substantial number of essays drawn from 
the total pool of essays to be scored. Approximately 60 essays were selected 
to serve as "range-finders" or "marker papers," representing the range of 
achievement demonstrated in the total set of papers. Copies of those 
range-finders served as training papers during the scoring workshops which 
fpllowed. Each range-finder paper was assigned a score according to a 
four-point scale, where 1 represents a poor paper and 4 represents a superior 
paper. 

Scoring workshops • During the month of November, eight holistic scoring 
workshops were held in two different locations in the state. Attendance at 
the grade four scoring workshops totaled 254 teachers. A Chief Reader and two 
assistants were present at every workshop in addition to representatives of 
the CSDE. Each workshop consisted of a training session and a scoring 
session. 

The general procedure for a training session is described below. 

o Each training paper (range-finder) was studied in turn and 

trial-scored by all scorers. Scoring judgments were independent, 
quick. Immediate, and were based on the scorer's overall Impression 
of the paper. No fractional points on the score scale (l'*4) were 
permissible. 

o After all scorers had scored the first four training papers, their 
judgments ware compared to the score assigned during the 
range-finding process. Any discrepancies were discussed. Through 
repeated discussions on succeeding training papers, scorers came to 
identify and internalize those features of written composition that 
distinguish the papers along the established range. This "holistic" 
process obviates the need to articulate explicitly the specific 
criteria that separate one score point from the next. 
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o Scorers were ** calibrated" by ascertaining that they were making 
judgments consistent with one another and with the Chief Reader. 
Dlecusslons about papers continued until agreement was reached on the 
scores of the training papers. 

Once scorers were calibrated, actual scoring of the writing exercises 
occurred. Each paper was read Independently by two different scorers; that 
Is, the second reader did not see the score assigned by the first reader. The 
Chief Reader was responsible for adjudicating any disagreement of more than 
one point between the judgments of the two scorers as well as any score in 
combination with a zero score. In other words, discrepancies of one point 
between scores (e.g., 4 and 3, 1 and 2, 2 and 3) were acceptable, but larger 
discrepancies (e.g., 2 and 4, 3 and 1, 1 and 4) had to be resolved by the 
Chief Reader. Once a paper was assigned two non-*discrepant scores, the two 
scores would be summed to produce the final score for each student. The 
possible scale of summed scores ranged from a low of 2 to a high of 8. 

Understanding the holistic scores. Examples of actual student papers 
which are representative of the scoting range will assist the reader in 
understanding the statewide standard set for writing and interpreting the test 
results. Sample papers representing four different holistic scores are 
presented in Appendix D (p. 31). Note that the process of SMmmlng the scores 
assigned by the two readers expands the scoring scale to account for 
-borderline" papers. A paper which receives a 4 from both scorers (for a 
total score of 8) is likely to be better than a paper to which one reader 
assigns a 4 and another reader assigns a 3 (for a total score of 7). In 
addition, it should be emphasized that each of the score points represents a 
range of student papers — some 4 papers are better than others. 

A score of zero (0) was assigned to student papers in certain cases. A 
score of 0 indicates that & paper is not scorable and, therefore, that the 
student's writing skills remain to be assessed. The cases in which a score of 
0 was assigned were as follows: 

o responses merely repeated the assignment ( 

o illegible responses; 

o blank responses; 

o responses in languages other than English; 

o responses that failed to address the assigned topic in any way; and 

o responses that were too brief to score accurately, but which 

demonstrated no signs of serious writing problems (for example, a 
response by a student who wrote the essay first on scratch paper and 
who failed to get very much of it recopied). 
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Both readers had to agree that a paper deserved a zero before this score 
was assigned* If the two readers disagreed, the Chief Reader arbitrated the 
discrepancy* Papers which were assigned a score of zero were not included in 
summary reports of test results* 



Analytic Scoring 

All papers receiving holistic scores below the remedial standard also received 
analytic scoring in five categories (traits): focus, organization, support/ 
elaboration, mechanics and sentence formation* Analytic scoring is a 
thorough, tralt-by- trait analysis of those components of a writing sample that 
are considered important to any piece of writing In any context* This scoring 
procedure can provide a comprehensive picture of a student^ s writing 
performance if enough traits are analyzed* It can identify those traits that 
make a piece of writing effective or ineffective* However, the traits need to 
be explicit and well defined so that the raters understand and agree upon the 
basis for making judgments about the writing sample* The analytic rating 
guide and sample marker papers for the analytic scoring are presented in 
Appendix E (p* 41)* 



Scoring of the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) Test 

The scores reported are in DRP unit scores* These scores identify ths 
difficulty or readability level of prose that a student can read with 
comprehension* This makes it possible to match the difficulty of written 
materials with student ability* These scores can be better interpreted by 
referring to the readability levels of some general reading materials as shown 
below: 

o Elementary textbooks (grades 3-5) - 35-58 DRP Units 
o Fiction Section - child magazines - 48 DRP Units 

A much more extensive list of reading materials is contained and rated in 
the booklet Readability Report , Seventh Edition, published by The College 
Board * 

The conversion between DRP unit scores and raw scores can be made from the 
tabled values in The College Board^s Degrees of Reading Power Form PB Series 
Conversion Tables, effective March, 1985* 



SCHOOL DISTRICT TEST RESULTS REPORTIliG 

The CHT school district reports are designed to provide useful and 
comprehensive test achievement information about students, schools and 
districts* Four standard test reports are generated to assist teachers, 
principals, superintendents and parents to understand and use 
criterion-referenced test results* Appendix F (p* 51) presents samples of the 
school district and parent/student diagnostic score reports* 



FALL 1986 SIAIEHIDE MASTBRT TEST SBSULTS 



The Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test provides a comprehensive report card 
on how students perform on specific skills that Connecticut educators feel are 
Important at the beginning of fourth grade. The mastery test Is 
Instructlonally useful since It Identifies areas of weakness ^ as well as areas 
of strength. 



Mathematics 

In mathematics, fourth graders mastered an average of 20.1 objectives of the 
25 tested, or 80.4 percent. The state's goal Is that all students master 
every objective, or 100 percent. Chart 1 (p. 13) Illustrates that, statewide, 
students demonstrated strong scores in the areas of basic facts and simple 
applications (such as addition/subtraction to 18; addition/subtraction without 
regroiiping; and determining 1 and 10 more/less than a given number); rewriting 
numbers using expanded notation; telling time; determining the value of a set 
of coins; identifying shapes, angles and sides; reading and interpreting 
graphs; and identifying numbers sentences from problems. However, students 
did not perform as well on identifying number sentences from pictures; 
estimating sums and difference; and rewriting numbers by regrouping. 

A total of 72 percent of the students mastered 19 or more objectives on 
the mathematics test, and 12 percent mastered all 25 objectives (see 
Appendix G, p. 63). 

Students getting fewer than 69 questions correct on the 100-questlon 
mathematics section (16%) were identified as needing further diagnosis and 
possible remedial instruction. 

Language Arts 

In language arts, fourth grade students averaged 6.1 objectives of the nine 
tested, or 67.8 percent. The state's goal is that ell students master every 
objective, or 100 percent. Chart 2 (p. 14) illustrates that vzhlle students 
did reasonably wall on writing mechanics (such as capitalization and 
punctuation; and agreement) and on locating information, weaknesses were found 
in higher order inferential and evaluative reading comprehension and literal 
and inferential/evaltiative listening comprehension. A total of 65 percent of 
the students mastered six or more objectives on the language arts test, which 
includes writing and reading skills, and 22 percent of the students mastered 
all nine objectives (see Appendix G, p. 63). 
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MATHEMATICS: 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



MATHEMATICS: PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY FOR EACH OBJECTIVE 
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average number of mathemat- 
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This bar chart illustrates the percent of students, statewide, who mastered each of the 25 mathematics objectives. 
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LANGUAGE ARTS: 
AVERAGc NUMBER OF 
OBJECTIVES MASTERED 




This bar chart illustrates the 
average number of language 
arts objectives mastered, 
statewide. 
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UNGUAGE ARTS: PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY FOR EACH OBJECTIVE 
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This bar chart illustrates the percent of students, statewide, who mastered each of the nine language arts objectives. 
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WRITING SAMPLE: 
AVERAGE HOUSTIC SCORE 



WRITING SAMPLE: 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT EACH SCORE POINT 





This bar chart illustrates the 
average holistic writing score 
of students, statewide. 



This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students who received each holistic writing 
score, statewide. Holistic writing scores are interpreted as follows: a student who 
scores 7 or 8 has produced a paper which is well, written with developed suppor- 
tive detail; a student who scores 5 or 6 has produced a paper which is generally 
well organized with supportive detail; a student who scores 4 is minimally profi- 
cient; and a student who scores 2 or 3 is in need of further diagnosis and possible 
remedial assistance. 



Chart 3 

Writing Sample: Percent of Students at Each Score Point 
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DEGREES OF READING 
POWER® (DRP)® : 
AVERAGE DRP 
UNIT SCORE 




This bu chart illustrates the 
average DRP u lit score of stu- 
dents, statewide. 



DEGREES OF READING POWER® (DRP)® : 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT SELECTcD RANGES OF DRP UNIT SCORcS 
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This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students, statewide, scoring in each 
of three Degrees of Reading Povver (DRP) score categories. DRP score categories 
are interpreted as follows: a student who scores 50 DRP units or above can read, 
with high comprehension, materials which are typically used at grade 4 or above; 
a student who scores 41-49 DRP units can read, with high comprehension, materi- 
als which are typically used below grade 4 but above the Remedial Standard; and 
a student who scores 40 DRP units or below is in need of further diagnosis and 
possible remedial assistance. 



Chart 4 

Degrees of Reccing Power (DRP}i Percent of Students 
At Selected Sanies of DRP Unit Scores 
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Chart 5 

Comparison of 1985 and 1986 Results 
Average Scores in Four Content Areas 
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In writing, fourth grade students averaged 4.6 points on a scale of 2 
through 8. The state's goal is that all students be able to produce an 
organized, well-supported piece of writing, that is, a score of 7 or 8. 
Chart 3 (p. 15) illustrates that 13 percent of the students produced an 
organized, well-supported piece of writing (a 7 or an 8 score), and an 
additional 34 percent produced a paper which is generally well organized (a 5 
or a 6 score). Another large group, 29 percent, scored a 4, which is defined 
as a "min:* -ally proficient piece of writing." A total of 23 percent of the 
students scored a 2 or a 3, which is below the remedial standard. 

In reading (Degrees of Reading Power Test), fourth grade students 
averaged 44 units on a scale of 15 through 99. The state's goal is that all 
students be able to read with high comprehension materials typically used at 
the fourth grade or above, that is, at least 50 on the scale. Chart 4 (p. 16) 
illustrates that 44 percent of the students scored at least 50 on the reading 
section, 27 percent scored between 41 and 49, and 28 percent scored below 41, 
which is the remedial standard. The average score of 44 suggests that 
Connecticut fourth graders typically can read, with high comprehension, 
materials normally used up to grade 4. 

CoBparisoQ of 1985 and 1986 Test Results 

Two out of four areas tested showed increases in 1986 when compared to 1985. 
In mathematics, the average number of objectives mastered was higher in 1986 
(20.1) than in 1985 (19.3) and the average DRP unit score increased from 43 in 

1985 to 44 in 1986. Performance in language arts did not change from 1985 to 

1986 with the average number of objectives mastered in both years equal to 
6.1. The only area to show a decrease was writing, where the average holistic 
score declined from 4.8 in 1985 to 4.6 in 1986. 

Test Results by District 

Appendix H (p. 67) and Appendix I (p. 75) present a listing of the mathematics 
and language arts test results, respectively, for Connecticut school 
districts. School districts are listed alphabetically, followed by regional 
school districts. The Type of Community (TOC) designation in the third column 
indicates the group with which each district or school has been classified. A 
definition of the TOC classifications is provided in Appendix J (p. 83). 

Because the most valid comparisons for district scores are longitudinal 
within each district, the State Department of Education advises against making 
school district comparisons. The following caution should also be noted: 

o It is not appropriate or meaningful to sum across the different tests 
and subtests because of differences in test length, mastery, and 
remedial standards. These comparisons are inappropriate since it is 
impossible to identify, solely on the basis of the above information, 
how the average student has performed in the districts being 
compared. Average scores and standard deviations provide more 
appropriate comparative information on how well the average student is 
performing, although many factors may affect the comparability of 
these statistics as well. 




Participation late Results 



Appendix K (p. 85) presents the number of fourth-grade students iu each 
district and the percent s of students who participated in the grade four 
mastery testing during the Fall 1986 statewide administration. The 
alphabetical listing of districts provides the following information for each 
district: 



Column 1 
Colixmn 2 

Coltjmn 3 
Coliimn 4 
Columns 5-8 



The name of the district. 

The total fourth-grade population at the start of Mastery 
Testing. 

The number of students eligible for testing. 

The percent of total population exempted from testing. 

The percent of eligible students tested in each content 

area. 



The results in Appendix K illustrate that participation rates by school 
district on the fourth-grade CMT were quite high, with only a few exceptions. 
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Grade Four Mathematics Objectives 



The 25 objectives of the fourth grade mathematics test are listed below. 
There are four test Items for each objective. 

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS (28) 

I. Identify the number one more, one less, ten more or ten less than a given 
number 

2* Extend patterns Involving numbers and attributes 
3* Order whole numbers 

4. Rewrite numbers uslxig expanded notation 

5. Rewrite numbers by regrouping tens and ones 

6. Identify fractional parts of regions and sets from pictures for halves, 
thirds, fourths and sixths 

7. Relate multiplication and division facts to rectangular arrays 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS (20) 

8. Know addition and subtraction facts to 18 

9. Add and subtract one- and two-digit numbers without regrouping 

10. Add one- and two-digit numbers with regrouping 

II. Estimate sums and differences to 100 

12. Multiply and divide by 2, 5 and 10 

4 

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS (32) 

13. Identify objects or numbers that do or do not belong in a collection, 
matrix or array 

14. Read and Interpret bar graphs and plctographs 

15. Read and Interpret data from tables and charts 

16. Identify or write number sentences from pictures 

17. Identify number sentences from addition or subtraction story problems 

18. Solve simple story problems Involving addition or subtraction 

19. Solve and Identify number sentences in simple story problems Involving 
addition and subtraction, with extraneous information 

20. Identify needed information in problem situations 

MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY (20) 

21. Measure length and identify appropriate units for measuring length and 
distance 

22. Estimate lengths and areas 

23. Tell time to the nearest hour, half hour and quarter hour, using analog 
and digital clocks 

24. Determine the value of a set of coins 

25. Identify shapes, angles, and sides 



Performance on all 25 objectives are reported at the student, classroom, 

school, district and state levels. 

(#) Number of items for each content area. 
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Grade Four Language Arts Objectives 



There are nine multii/le choice objectives and two holistic measures, one for 
reading and one for writing, within the fourth grade language arts test. 



Writing Mechanics (36) 

1. Capitalization and Punctuation (12) 

2. Spelling Words, Homonyms and Abbreviations (9) 

3. Agreement (15) 

Locating Information (11) 

4. Schedules, Maps, Table of Contents, Title Page, 
and Dictionary (11) 

Listening Comprehension (20) 

5. Literal (7) 

6. Inferential & Evaluative (13) 
Reading Comprehension (36) 

7. Literal (12) 

8. Inferential (14) 

9. Evaluative (10) 

Degrees of Reading Power (56) 
Writing Sample (1) 

Holistic scoring provided for all students. Analytic scoring 
provided for students who score below the remedial standard of 4 (on 
a scale of 2-8). 



Performance on all nine Language Arts objectives, the Degrees of Reading 
Power, and Writing Sample is reported at the student, classroom, school, 
district, and state levels. 

(#) Indicates the number of items for each content area or objective. 
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Remedial (Grant) Standard**Settlng Process 

Background 

There are several acceptable strategies for setting standards on 
criterion** referenced tests. Each of the proposed methods has one or more 
unique characteristics. One common element to the various methods Is that 
they all offer to the Individuals who are setting, the standards some process 
which reduces the arbitrariness of the resulting standard. Different methods 
accomplish this In different ways. All methods systematize the standard- 
setting process so that the result accurately reflects the collective Informed 
judgment of those setting the standard. 



Types of Standard-Setting Methods 

Standard-setting methods can generally be categorized Into three types: test 
question review, individual performance review and group performance review^ 
Test question review methods specify a procedure for standard setters to 
examine each test question and make a judgment about that question. For 
example, standard setters might be asked to rate the difficulty or the 
importance of each question. These judgments are then combined mathematically 
to produce a standard. Individual performance review methods also require 
standard setters to make judgments, but the judgments are made on the basis of 
examining data that indicate how well individual students perform on test 
items. These data may be based on actual pilot test results or projected 
results using mathematical theories. In this method, additional student 
information, such as grades, may also be used to inform the standard setters. 
Group performance review methods provide for judgments to be made based on the 
performance of a reference group of students. That is, standard setters 
review the group performance and make a determination where the standard 
should be set based on the group results. 



Selection of a Standard-Setting Method 

Several factors affect the choice of a particular standard-setting method. 
The type of test is one consideration. For example, some methods are only 
appropriate for multiple choice questions or for single correct answer 
questions while other methods are more flexible. For example, time 
constraints are a consideration if student performance data are necessary. In 
this case, a pilot test must be conducted and the test results must be 
analyzed prior to setting the standards. Another consideration is the 
relative importance of the decisions that will be made on the basis of the 
standard. For example, a classroom test affecting only a few students would 
not require as stringent a procedure as would a statewide test determining 
whether a student is allowed to graduate from high school. Other relevant 
factors include the number of test items, permanence of the standard, purpose 
of the test, and the extent of available financial and other resources to 
support the standard-setting process. 



On February 4» 1985 ^ the Mastery Test Psychometrlcs Committee met to consider 
the Issue ^£ standard-setting procedures and voted unanimously to approve the 
following proposal. 



A PROPOSAL FOR SETTING THE REMEDIAL STANDARDS ON THE CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTS 

1. Two standard-setting committees will be created: one for mathematics and 
one for reading and writing. 

2. This description of a minimally proficient student will be ^Iven to each 
of the committees: 

Imagine a student who Is just proficient enough In reading, writing, 
mathematics to successfully participate In his/her regular 
fourth-grade coursework. 

3. A In mathematics, an adaptation of the Angoff procedure will be used. The 

committee will be provlc3d with each Item appearing on one form of the 
mathematics test. The committee will be given the following directions: 

Consider a group of 100 of these students who are just proficient 
enough to be successful In regular fourth-grade coursework^ How many 
of them would be expected to correctly answer each of the qi^8stlons. 

The cominlttee will rate each Item. The committee will then be given the 
opportunity to discuss their rating of each Item. Sample pilot data will 
be pres^anted. Committee members will be given the opportunity to adjust 
their item ratings. The Item ratings will then be averaged In accordance 
with the Angoff procedure In order to produce a recommended test standard. 

3.B In reading, the committee will review and discuss each passage of the 
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test. Student performance data will be 
presented. The committee will consider the reading difficulty that should 
be expected of a student at the grade level being tested. The committee 
members will Identify the passage that has the appropriate level of 
reading difficulty consistent with the above description of a minimally 
proficient student. 

3. C In writing, the committee will read four sample essays. These essays will 

have been prescored holistlcally (on a scale from 2 to 8) in order to rank 
the quality of the essays. Committee members will classify essays into 
one of three categories: 1) definitely NOT proficient, 2) borderline, and 
3) definitely proficient. These classifications will be discussed in 
light of the holistic scores The committee will then classify 
approximately twenty-five additional essays. The essay ratln<js will be 
discussed in the same manner as the original four essays. When all essays 
have been discussed, the essays which fell in the borderline category will 
be focused upon to determine the standards The committee will determine 
where among the borderline essays, the standard should be established. 

4. The standards recommended in step 3 will be presented to the Mastery Test 
Implementation Advisory Committee for discussion and action. 



Connecticut's Strategy 

Several steps were employed to create an acceptable and valid test standard 
for Connecticut tests. Initially ^ a separate standard*-settlng committee was 
convened for each test on which standards are to be set. Individuals were 
chosen to serve as members on the committee on the basis of their familiarity 
with the area being assessed and the nature of the examinees. One source of 
such members Is the test content committees related to the project. For 
example^ members of the Mathematics Committee were represented on the 
committee setting staiklards for the mathematics mastery test. 

The actual procedures used to set standards were an adaptation of a method 
proposed by William Angoff (1970). This test question review method required 
members of a standard-setting committee to estimate the probability that a 
question would be correctly answered by examinees who possess no more than the 
minimally acceptable knowledge or skill in the areas being aRsessed. Standard 
setters then reviewed pilot test data for sample items as further evidence of 
the appropriateness of the judgments being made. The original probability 
estimates assigned to each test question vere reviewed and adjustments made by 
the standard setters. The final individual item probabilities were summed to 
yield a suggested test standard for each member of the committee. The 
suggested standards were averaged across members of the committee to produce 
the recommended test standard. 

The recommended test standard was presented to the Mastery Test 
Implementation Advisory Committee and the State Board of Education. 

In mid-March 9 Mathematics and Language Arts Standard-Setting Committees 
met to set the remedial standards for the Grade 4 Mastery Test. The following 
information summarized the results of the standard-setting activities 
conducted by CSDE staff: 

I. Mathematics (300 item test) 

Using the procedures previously out lined » the standard setters rated each item 
and considered the pilot data. Committee members discussed items and were 
given the opportunity to adjust their initial ratings. The final ratings were 
averaged to produce a remedial standard. It is recommended that a raw score 
of 69 be the remedial mathematics standard. Below is a summary of the ratings. 

Procedure # Judges Range % Mean % Correct Raw Score 

Angoff 21 56.7-81.3 68.7 68.7 

II. Reading (Degrees of Reading Power^ 56 item test) 

Standard setters used two procedures to establish a remedial reading 
standard. Firsts they examined the passages in the Degrees of Reading Power 
(DRP) test 9 asking themselves which passage is too difficult for the student 
who is just. prof Icient enough to successfully participate in fourth-grade 
coursework. Discussion occurred throughout this selection process. 




Second 9 they examined textbooks which are typically used In grades 3 and 4 
and selected those textbooks which a minimally proficient student would not be 
expected to read In order to successfully participate In fourth-grade 
coursework* Discussion occurred throughout this selection process. 

The average readability values of the selected passages and textbooks and 
the pilot test data were then revealed to the standard setters. The standard 
setters discussed the readability values and the pilot test data and 
recommended the DRP unit score of 41 as the remedial standard. This staxvlard 
was accepted by the State Board of Education at the 70% compreHenslon level. 
Below Is a summary of the ratings. 

Readability Recommended 
Procedure # Judges Range Remedial Standard 

A* Test Passage Review 17 42-48 DRP Units 

41 DRP Units 

B. Textbook Review 17 42-51 DRP Units 



III. Writing (45 minute writing sample) 

Using the procedure previously outlined, standard setters read and rated 21 
essays written to a narrative prompt and 21 essays written to an expository 
prompt. After discussions and final ratings, tl^ holistic scores for the 
papers were revealed to the group. The committee then discussed the 
appropriate remedial writing standard In light of the degree to which their 
ratings matched the holistic scores. It was the recommendation of the 
committee that holistic writing score of 4 be used as the remedial writing 
standard. Below Is a stnmnary of the ratings. 



NARRATIVE PROMPT 



Rating After Discussion 



Holistic 


Definitely 




Definitely 


Score 


NOT Proficient 


Borderxine 


Prof ic tent 


2 


84% 


4% 


12% 


3 


37% 


6% 


57% 


4 


4% 


4% 


92% 


5 


8% 


6% 


86% 


6 


20% 


2% 


78% 


7 


4% 


0% 


96% 


8 


4% 


2% 


94% 



EXPOSITORY PRCMPT 
Rating After Discussion 



Holistic Definitely Definitely 

Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient 

2 94% 0% 6% 

3 33% 2% 65% 

4 4% 12% 84% 

5 0% 2% 98% 

6 2% 4% 94% 

7 0% 0% 100% 

8 0% 0% 100% 
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LANGUAGE ARTS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE 

Evelyn P. Burnham, Cole brook Public Schools 
Nicholas P. Criscuolo^ New Haven Public Schools 
Maxy R« Fisher^ Thompson Public Schools 
Marguerite Fuller, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Anne Jackel, Thompson Public Schools 
Dorothy Kaplan, Middletovn Public Schools 
Bob Lincoln, Tolland. Public Schools 
Virginia Lity, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Virginia Manulls, Cole brook Public Schools 
Noreen HcDeimott, Lattf ovd Public Schools 
Elizabeth Nelligan, Canton Public Schools 
Dorothy Nevers, Canton Public Schools 
Carol D* Parmelee, Middletown Public Schools 
Beverly R. Petetman, Stamford Public Schools 
Geraldine Smith, Canton Public Schools 
Robert Kinder, CT State Department of Education 
Mary Weinland, CT State Department of Education 



MATHEMATICS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE 

Betsy Andersen, Manchester, Coimectlcut 
Geraldine M. Cemprola, Ridgefield Public Schools 
Linda Cherry, Suff ield Public Schools 
Elizabeth B. Cubeta, Middletown Public Schools 
Corretta K. Dean, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Tony Ditrlo, Norwalk Public Schools 
Anita Gaston, Bloomfield Public Schools 
Janet Heintz, Famington Public Schools 
Mary Anna Keough, Meriden Public Schools 
Wesley Mas ten, Norwalk Public Schools 
Irene B* Moriarty, Meriden Public Schools 
Pamela Mtrnro, Windham Public Schools 
Eileen 0*Reilly, Manchester Public Schools 
Lois *Piper, Norwalk Public Schools 
Twila Pollard, New Haven Public Schools 
Rosemary Powers, Bloomfield Public Schools 
Sylvia E. Webb, Middletown Public Schools 
George A* Wells, New Haven Public Schools 
Frank K. Whittaker, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Betsy Carter, CT State Department of Education 
Steven Leinwand, CT State Department of Education 
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APPENDIX D 
Marker Papers for Holistic Scoring 
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CONNECnCUTiMSTERYTEST GRADE 4 



WRITING SAMPLE I ^ I Q 17 I P'l 3. 



T . S0W l oi of /A \ 



. i^Aft <^irc)^ ^vvi /^rviV .fX^fTA./ ^ -^/^fi- 



■-r^T-. » XC'^TCT — a\QOlKr — I n'lrtn 

mm qoQ^ ^ni)d \\0f\yrJurkj¥<n^rr 
."^(vaV*-. v^^K^ b<"<^r /Orsd 1 Sjooi^ 
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Score Point: I 

This response is a a repetitious list 
Iniorraatlon for a righcr score. 



There Is not enough new 



t 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST 


GRADE 4 


WRITING SAMPLE 


/ 


0 


7 


? 





/ 



(Jnp. Any .T ^ ol r.L^-f- jt xr>^. JiHu 



2^2 ^ fcLS£ g,<7.r/ jJ^^ 



Score Point; 1 



This response is coo sparse for a higher score. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 WRITING SAMPLE [j 2_iL ^ ^ 

. , 3 



-Q^ — n. -fnVfnrl ct^ ^f'^ 

^ 5^0 xaUk t^iiijw — fifi n ' 

— ^'^^^ — — wAfrr wg; tyc'-'m;- 

y^^ ' ^ ^ — brJli^t — UjIw — hu. c^iS±_Ct__fcza^^j:}L_fi:^ 

■ ^^g " baoja- — Z — OciJfc — flay^ — -C^Ai^^ rirs ^^ ^^ f^^,^,^ 

-^^^^= -^f^f i rt r Sr^v Cu — Crrn-ft^^c i^.^^-a u,^. rj^r,- 

j:; end 



Score Point 2: 

This response has a sustained narrative sequence* i^i though 
there are some leaps In tlr:e. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 WRITING SAMPLE I /| I 7 I | ^ 
, " ^ ^ 



g^'Kipt \ ^ - 



Score Point 2: 

Although this response Is soarsc. tre details ^re verv 
^ specific. In addltlor.. Infornatlon (the., talk funnv) Is explained. 
This Is a lov "2." 



CONNECTICUT MASTEAY TEST GRADE 4 



WnmNG SAMPLE 



a 7 



5^ 



5>/feP..-f bnn! II- Wn.^- 3no Vge-f /o^ ci 



Qpf in the \a/'Gy m.P.- ^J-fr^/^ -rinnu, 
li CO me Vf£ Q h Ifi. h-i-ini^^ 



LLfL 



0>pl 



Ml 



• Score Point 2: 

This response has a complete description of the creature. 
- details are specific and sustained. 



The 



» J. J - 



i^jfc:iiAj.3L3UUj. i^i^^Ji 1. . Jg^ 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 



WRITING SAMPLE I / I 0 I 7| 9\o^ 



pir\rvo4- nLi4- <'n .CeconcPg/giT> gn4-|'Qn,T'^ wo.^ 



■ ■ 1- ■ ■ ■ . -. y f| L , , ■ ^, ■ ■ 



KiHMtn r^>\\e-<^^T >)4 -n^/pri f\Sprp -rnnq VtPar!' 



nrvH .^nnno. of -{K<= >r^ \vpPp-> pLJr[~)le and 

Pnor Prtci P| ,Lvid:i'ly T b<^<^" 3^^-^ gomP foo/1 

4h\S di^f^>or^^V^nf^■TK ^^ \V KgnT Qfy>g| back- 



tt. Alt /^t ^ § t iti 



vyl-iK OOP, A\l pfi^ Fr i'pnr/^-l-f^.'erl i4 onrl -l-h&y 
" iQ -ffi d if. '. 



ScTC Pclr: 2: 

This i« a high "2." There Is a cuf::;{er,t anount of specific 
d*:3ll; hr-*ver, the lacV. cf a dear plAr. ar.d the list-like quallti 
We? this :esp'> so at the "2" levtl. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTEAY TEST CRAOE 4 



WRITING SAMPLE IjJ^j^J/Ji^ 

IIZZz 




Score Point 3: 

This response has an elaborated sequence q( events. The 
transitions make it possible to move spoothl> from idea to idea. 




CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 WRITING SAMPLE \ 3 3 3^Bt 



Score Point 3: 



This response is basically a description. The details are 
elaborated resulting in good visual ir^^«ry. 



X . J-' . •>rr > V(arf • Thpnp 4-r>v/- k,.if^ ..^^P■U . <? , 
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-CONNECTICUT MASTER YTtST 7* " "GRADE 4 



WRITING SAMPLE 



i 3 3.0 O 



It. (971 ce. .J&^ c/.A 



-^^^^ — 
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L<r/^^47.^^ ''J^. "^^y n^;^^ 



:e^: — ij/jytnck. — isL: 
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3l 



Score Point 3: 

Thlf rctponte h«f jood ipeclflc detcripllon; however, ibe 
retponte ranblet and It repetitive weakening the overall Ispreiilon. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE i 



WRITING SAMPLE 



JO 



leak 1^4^ OA^ rr 4W WtvNjtftyj 



Jtfty^ Xo^w ^^ftyjp y.lvV ft^ifi 



2^ 



\\eki\ o4-VpfcT <H- ^cogJ c.^J/ilptilYT -trio J., 




V»uc#VUa We ^Atf i\Aor^\ Wftfi^j Mvv 4t> ^A\y cfuUtyr 

Score folnt A J 

This response is vlvli and cor-trrUed. The narrative is 
. sustaine^n^ elaborated vlih a;;rc7r!4:6 detalis. 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST 
Scor* Point ' 



GRADE 4 



WRITING SAMPLE J_ ^3 ^ / 



Like th« previous pi?<r, ihU r6spcr.i« is a sustair.<d, 
contr;2!ed» vivid narrative. 



n 



n n 



■r, plTvr 



'iPnae — dint c of^ina ^rn^n iUm .^u^rip!n L 

.^Airxn^p •/n..4..^ .4;,r. / ^ + . 14/". /J 



IL_^i-JLffW)j?e 'QPgi^inP. t:yjp^i oaf nnifk^f 



an 
as 



lo "^^g • V£££l wApn>_ ( 1 olnn^f c.en d.. 



a. . 

T 4;lf</ to '3e& It f,^for^ ) Tkp.rp 



/if qh'^'nOj — i^i — a i£££i£ str/>n^o w ay . vPs .. I'f 



inyo way J yP<; 



■ -Was ctrtr rrf 4 A 



.^/g.^ — ana — one i n ^ * C n*^ ' ^ f^f Too ly 



if. QllA — Y<^nf^l ^ F.' 1q ron\9 m *fo Off? 



fU jfAtvyr f)>at sppm^fl ft^f>A> /\or> - ^ 1+ _f/vi/?//^/ 

Op\'ti(ji ^nf/^J. JL look^/i 



Qi^^Z OlkL 



creaTikrfi<^ wp^p ^uf ah^ m6 re -hkf^y -^erP all It^.lJ^ 
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APPENDIX E 

Analytic Rating Guide and Marker Papers for Analytic Scoring 
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GRADE FOUR ANALYTIC RATING GUIDE 



FOCUS ; How effectively does the writer unify the paper by a dominant topic? 

1 » switches and/or drifts frequently from the dominant topic 

2 » switches and/or drifts somewhat from the dominant topic 

3 « stays on topic throughout the response 



ORGANIZATION ; Is there a plan that clearly governs the sequence from the 
beginning to the end of the response and is the plan effectively signaled? 

1 « no discernible plan 

2 » inferable plan and/or discernible sequence; some signals may be 

present 

3 » controlled, logical sequence with a clear plan 

SUPPORT/ELABORATION ; To what extent :ls the narrative developed by details 
that describe and explain the narrative elements (character, action, and 
setting)? 

1 » vague or sketchy details that add little to the clarity of the 

response 

2 = details that are clear and specific but are list-like, or uneven, or 

not developed 

3 = well-developed details that enhance the clarity of the response 

SENTENCE FORMATION ; Are sentences correctly formed? 

1 = many run-ons, "on-and-ons," fragments, and/or awkward 

constructions~may cause confusion 

2 » some run-ons, "on-and-ons," fragments, and /or awkward 

constructions—may cause confusion 

3 » few errors and/or awkward constructions — no confusion 

MECHANICS ; To what extent does the student use the conventions of standard 
written English (e.g. spelling, usage, capitalization, punctuation)? 

1 = many errors 

2 = some errors 

3 = few errors 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 



WRITING J 



SAMPLE 1/ I ?l ^)Q |^ 



fM.Aj. Then ?t k^^rJ ^k,-^j ,^^ff^. ^^^^ 



77*^^ "fA^ijr 'hm^t- 



/Vi a , f-r ^^ 



tf m ii Whrlt % Tt^ m r — ^ y t^^^ri ^a^^ P^^^ ^v->^/-a.>^ 



s 



Analytic Score Points 



Focus: 



OrganlzAtlon: 1 



Support/Elaboration : 1 



Sentence Formation: 1 



Mechanics: 1 



1 \ . • "V^' 



ERIC 



57 



C CNNEC71CUT MASTcSY TcS7 



C-ACE 4 IJ WSI7:nG SAMPLi 



/ 



. - - - ■ .\a f 

^ •'h ' ^^ ^nr,>r ^dr,;> i-f M/o<< ^ y^jb ^hci 



Wen-f fp i-u^ ^ty| |>■^/>r .c/^ft park 



Yer PI 



_U — (y|cyry it Vrrs ^.I'r/ 



Wf. Venue 



— iflifi — n-t^ f g P 1 1/1 4-f7 ^ A fhf. 



yjPi Y)>ct — fp be — fn^/VN>t T^irn 



1 ~ • 



WW 



EX 



V^5 




-LD My. A/? ^/^ I'f Vrry ■fu'r.t 



7 f 1 ' ' • 






1 j 
























- ^ . 



Analytic Score Points 



Focus; 2 



Organization; 1 



Support/Elaboration; 1 



Sentence- Formation: 1 



Mechanics; 1 
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CONNECnCUT MASTERY 



5AMPLE I / I 0 I 7 I ? I O 



Clnp. Any T ><^f ^ n ^Lr-.-f- ^rsj , 7- 

^y^^ H^- J^r.y. Ji^jQ 



Jxc. at 

Oft tfMir 



eadh T" ty^er- l . YJti- 'CfCh }itVb jy^hl, 



Analytic Score Points 
Focus : . 3 



Organization: 2 

Support/Elabbraclon: 1 



Sentence Formation: 1 



Mechanics: 1 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST 



GRADE 4 



WRITING SAMPLE I 1 I '^l ^l*^! 9 



7777 77-=^ yrx^K] ■ ■ - ^Ui' ,. ' VH . fJCM 



S 



l^^\M-h:, fine/ — '^n\ 'A N.U^ o^^H '7>»g-v../ 



Analytic. Score Points 



Tjocus: 3' 



tfaanlzjtlpn:" •2 



Support/Elaboration: 1 



Sen'tence Fprna t Ipn : 1. 



Mechanics: 1 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 WRITING SAMPLE 



T j.-nrf- rrjtr^ -finm n phpf^ mnnY^A \ r\\r[Vn}7)P>. nrA T 



i^e — . .^r.nrr\e6 like, n hahiy nnri ijnn nn/./ gmftfl^V 



^ , ». ^ ■■■ J ■ ■ ■ - ■ . .. M n 



in AA7h7,oniP — and twh^. a T f ^-inP io/r) rhphj^-- pome 



ntiri hft yr) P?afr^g^ 



Analytic Score Points 



Focus: 



Organization : 2 



Support /Elaboration: 1 



Sentence Formation: 1 



Mechanics; 2 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 



WRITING SAMPLE 



h lj Id \f 



0^ 



JL 



I « 



Analytic Score Points 



Foc\^s: 



Organization: 2 



Support/Elaboration* 2 



Sentence Fortaatlon: 1 



AeQhanlcsj. 2 
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CONNECTICOT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 WRITING SAMPLE I / I ^ I "7 | ? | ^ 



■TjS^Sf r^^fuKn 4^rom rAnrr npA pjnr 



Analytic Score Points 



Focus: 



Organization; 2 



Support/Elaboration: • 2 



Sentence Formation* 3 



Mechanics: 1 
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.NECTICUTMASTEBYTSST GRADE 4 WBITING SAMPLE I / lv?l.9 iC^lft 



J J. ■ ' _^ rl7r I II , 



grp rs-V-. Tf' -W) m -j-^ 



<;V>^y>- £y.n \v>r r/^ MPr.,/ y i^rrr/- Vcrc^ f^t. 



Analytic Score Points 



' J ^Pt> tlat>orajc ion i ^• 



^jntcns.e Formation; 2 
y^cbjnlcs: j?* , 
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CONNECnCOT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 WRITING SAMPLE / I 0 7 | ? 




///^^ meg 



vercj 




Analytic Score Points 



Focus : 3 



Or£aniza:lon: 2 



Support /EUbo ration: 2 



Sentence Fo nation: 3 



Mechanics: 3 



JNNECTIC'JT MASTEflY TEST GaAOE 4 



WRITING SAMPLE 



— 1 a—a ■ y ■ ■ / I 



Analytic Score Points: 



Focus; 3 



Organization; 3 



Support/Elaboration; 1 



Sentence Formation: 



Mechanics; 1 
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CONHECnCUT MASTEflY TEST GRADE 4 WRITINC SAMPLE | / |^ [Qj ^ \] 



_X 



"pie ^ 



Analytic Score Points 
Focus I 3 



Organization; 3 

Support/Elaboration; 2 



Sentence Formation: 'I 

t 

Mechanics: 1 
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JNNECTICUT MASTHaV TEST GRADE 4 



WRITING SAMPLE 



1111113 I i ! 



Tk ^ A iQTn, nt P U lit 




o\QnT.3r p^v/ 








in ^ cXj^T^ni 




f^p rt ^ . 

















.--alv-tlc Score Po^nf^ 

3 

Organization: 3 

S'jDDort/Elaboration; 2 



Se-^tence Formation: 3 
ygchanlcst 1 




CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTi GRADE 4- 



WRITING SAMPLE 



115 Pfai7 



<0n a.q. l^q.^ T romp h 



U-Po nn -f-he nloinf ' PffAr.P.. J. SQu/ rA 



5iy i^p.-f lonn! T't Wa<s- ^nn 'f^e-i long 



If A long 
r was, in 



Q(\d I 



/•/ CO m e vfGQ hl^. IrHni^ff 



fii/(^ Que .Qcti^ 



Analytic Score Points 



Focus: 3 



Organization: 3 



Support /Elaboration : 2 



Sentence Forcatlon: 



t'echanlcs: 1 



4^ 
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APPEOTIX F 

Sample Grade Four Mastery Test Score Reports 

o Class Diagnostic Report 

- Mathematics 

o School by Class Report 

- Mathematics 

o District by School Report 

- Mathematics 

o Class Diagnostic Report 

- Language Arts 

o School by Class Report 

- Language Arts 

o District by School Report 

- Language Arts 

o Parent /Student Diagnostic Report 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



MATHEMATICS 




CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 

1. DETERMINE 1 AND 10 MORE/LESS THAN A NUMBER 
EXTEND PATTERNS 
ORDER WHOLE NUMBERS 
REWRITE NUMBERS WITH EXPANDED NOTATION 
REWRITE NUMBERS BY REGROUPING 
IDENTIFY FRACTIONAL PARTS 
RELATE MULT/DIV FACTS TO PICTURES 
COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 
8. ADD/SUBTRACT FACTS TO 18 

ADD/SUBTRACT WITHOUT REGROUPING 
ADD WITH REGROUPING 
ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFERENCES 
MULTIPLY/DIVIDE BY 2, 5, 10 
PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS 
13. IDENTIFY OBJECTS/NUMBERS IN ARRAYS 
READ/INTERPRET GRAPHS 
READ/INTERPRET TABLES 
IDENTIFY NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PICTURES 
IDENTIFY NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PROBLEMS 
SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WITH +A 
SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WITH EXTRA INFO 
IDENTIFY NEEDED INFO IN PROBLEMS 
MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY 

21. MEASURE LENGTH/IDENTIFY UNITS 

22. ESTIMATE LENGTH/AREA 

23. TELL TIME 

24. DETERMINE VALUE OF /> SET OF COINS 

25. IDENTIFY SHAPES/ANGLES/SIDES 



2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 



9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 



14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 0F4 
3 OF 4 

3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 0F4 

3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 0F4 
3 0F4 
3 0F4 

3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 0F4 
3 OF 4 



TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



AVgRAGE H OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT 



NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
BELOW REMEDIAL STANDARD _ 



MATHEMATICS REMEDIAL STANDARD 



INDICATES A SCORE BELOW THE BEmEDLAL STANOARD. 
THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER DIAGNOSIS. 



69 OF 100 
ITEMS COR 



COPYRIGHT® 1986 BY 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. PRINTED IN U SA 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



GRADE 4 FORM B 



SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT 



MATHEMATICS 



PAGE 



TESTING DATE: 



SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



SCHOOL 



DISTRICT 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 



MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 

1. DETERMINE 1 AND 10 MORE/LESS THAN A NUMBER 

^. EXTEND PATTERNS 

3. ORDER WHOLE NUMBERS 

4. REWRITE NUMBERS WITH EXPANDED NOTATION 

5. REWRITE NUMBERS BY REGROUPING 

6. IDENTIFY FRACTIONAL PARTS 

7. RELATE MULT/OIV FACTS TO PICTURES 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 

3. ADD/SUBTRACT FACTS TO 18 

9. ADD/SUBTRACT WITHOUT REGROUPING 

10. ADD WITH REGROUPING 

1 1. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFERENCES 

12. MULTIPLY/DIVIDE BY 2, 5. 10 

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS 

13. IDENTIFY OBJECTSmUMBERS IN ARRAYS 

14. READ/INTERPRET GRAPHS 

15. READ/INTERPRET TABLES 

IG. IDENTIFY NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PICTURES 

17. IDENTIFY NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PROBLEMS 

18. SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WITH +/• 

19. SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WITH EXTRA INFO 

20. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFO IN PROBLEMS 

MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY 

21. MEASURE LENGTH/IDENTIFY UNITS 

22. ESTIMATE LENGTH/AREA 

23. TELL TIME 

24. DETERMINE VALUE OF A SET OF COINS 

25. IDENTIFY SHAPES/ANGLES/SIDES 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



3 OF 4 
30F4 
3 OF 4 
30F4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
30F4 
3 OF 4 



30F4 
30F<i 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
30F4 
30F4 
30F4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
30F4 
3 OF 4 



^^^^^ 



AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS BELOW REMEDIAL STANDARD- 



'REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 69 OF 100 ITEMS CORRECT. 



COPYRIGHT (E>1986 BY 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED PRINTED IN U SA. 



74 



75 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT 



MATHEMATICS 



GRADE 4 FORMS 



TESTING DATE 



PAGE 



SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



District 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 



MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 

1. DETERMINE 1 AND 10 MORE/LESS THA:*. A NUMBER 

2. EXTEND PAHERNS 

3. ORDER WHOLE NUMBERS 

4. REWRITE NUMBERS WITH EXPANDED NOTATION 
v. REWRITE NUMBERS BY REGROUPING 

6. IDENTIFY FRACTIONAL PARTS 

7. RELATE MULT/OIV FACTS TO PICTURES 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 

8. ADD/SUBTRACT FACTS TO 18 

9. ADD/SUBTRACT WITHOUT REGROUPING 

10. ADD WITH REGROUPING 

11. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFERENCES 

12. MULTIPLY/DIVIDE BY 2, 5. 10 

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS 

13. IDENTIFY OBJECTS/NUMBERS IN ARRAYS 

14. READ.'INTERPRET GRAPHS 

15. READ/INTERPRET TABLES 

16. IDENTIFY NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PICTURES 

17. IDENTIFY NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PROBLEMS 

18. SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WITH +A 

19. SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WITH EXTRA INFO 

20. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFO IN PROBLEMS 

MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY 

21. MEASURE LENGTH/IDENTIFY UNITS 

22. ESTIMATE LENGTH/AREA 

23. TELL TIME 

24. DETERMINE VALUE OF A SET OF COINS 
IDENTIFY Sr'^PES/ANGLES/SIDES 



25. 



3 OF 4 

3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 1 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS BELOW REMEDIAL STANDARCT 



t - 



^REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 68 OF 100 ITEMS CORRECT. 



COPYRIGHT ®1986 BY 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED PRINTED IN U.S A. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



WRITING MECHANICS 

1. CAPITALIZATION & PUNCTUATION 

2. SPELLING (WORDS. HOMONYMS. MIO 

.^BBREVIAT10NS} 

3. AGREEMENT- 

(VERB TENSE. SUBJECTA/ERB. AND 
PRONOUN REFERENT) 

4. LOCATING INFORMATION 

(SCHEDULES. MAPS. TABLE OF 
CONTENTS & TITLE PAGE, AND 
DICTIONARY) 
LtSTENINO COMPREHENSION 

5. LITERAL 

6. INFERENTIAL & EVALUATIVE 
READING COMPREHENSION 

7. LITERAL 

8. INFERENTIAL 

9. EVALUATIVE 



9 OF 12 
7 0F9 



11 OF 15 



8 OF 11 



50F7 
9 OF 13 

9 OF 12 

10 OF 14 
7 OF 10 



CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



LANGUAGE ARTS 




TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



AVERAGE M OF OBJECTIVES MASTgRCQ 



ERIC 



HOLISTIC MEASURES OF WRITING AND READING 



REMEDIAL 
STANDARDS 



WRITING SAMPLE 
ANALYTIC SCORING INFORMATIONS- 
FOCUS 

ORGANIZATION 
SUPPORT/ELABORATION 
MECHANICS 
SENTENCE FORMATION 



4 OF 8 



DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRP)* 



41 DRP 
UNITS 



^Jiiii fi««8 



NUMBER/PcKCENT OF STUDENTS 
BELOW REMEDIAL STANDARDS 



•INDICATES A SCORE BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD. THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER DIAGNOSIS. 
••ANALYTIC SCORING INFORMATION IS GIVEN ONLY FOR THOSE STUDENTS WHO SCORED BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD. 
1"NEEDS REMEDIALASSISTANCE 2»B0RDERUNE PERFORMANCE 3« SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE 



COPYRIGHT (DIMS BY 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OFEOICATION 
ALL RIGHT. RESERVED. PRINTED IK 'J SA 
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CONNECTICUT MASTAtY TESflHQ PROGRAM 



SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT 



GRADE 4 FORM B 



TESTING DATE: 



SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



NUMBER OF STUDEHTS TESTED 



UNOUAGEARTS 



PAGE 



SCHOOL 



DISTRICT 



LANGUAGE ARTS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



WRITINO MECHANICS 
1. CAPITAUZATION 1 PUNCTUATION 
Z SPEUINO (WORDS. HOMONYMS. AND ABBREVIATIONS) 

3. AGREEMENT 

(VERB TENSE. SUBJECTA/CRB. 
AND PRONOUN REFERENT) 

4. LOCATING INFORMATION 

(SCHEDULcS. MAPS. TABLE OF CONTENTS & 
TITLE PAGE AND DICTIONARY) 
LISTENING COMf KEHENSION 

5. UTERAL 

e. iNf^RENTIAL & EVALUATIVE 
RSAOiNG COMPREHENSION 

7. UTERAL 

8. INFERENTIAL 

9. EVALUATIVE 

HOUSTIC MEASURES OF WRITiNG AND READING 



R OF 12 
70F9 
11 OF 15 



8 OF 11 



5 OF 7 

9 OF 13 

8 OF 12 

10 OF 14 
7 OF 10 









mum SAMPLE 

NUMBER/PERCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT IS: 


HOUSTIC 
SCORE 






















WCa WMTTEN WlTh DCVELOf ED SUPPORTIVE DETAIL 
























GCNEMaV WCa MCANI2ED WITH SUPPORTtVC DETAIL 


5 OR 6 






















MINIMAUY PROFIOEMT 


4 






















BELOW THE KEMEOUL STAHDAAir 


2 OR 3 






















DEGREES OF READING POWER(DRP} • 

NUMBER/PERCENT OS STUDENTS: 


DRP UNIT 
SCORE 










^/•^ 












AT OR ABOVE THE ft£A01NO COAL FOR BEGINNING FOURTH GRADERS 


50+ 






















BELOW THE READING COAL FOR BEGINNING FOURTH GRADERS BUT 
ABOVE THE REMEDUL STANDARD 


41 TO 49 












































AverAgi1^c6res 






















AVERAGE NUMBER QiiECTlVES MASTERED IN LANGUAGE ARTS 






















AVERAGE HOUSTIC WRITING SCORE 






















AVERAGE DRP UNIT SCORE 
























COPYRIGHT • \m BY 
CONNECTICUT STATE BCARDOF EDUCATION 
AU RIGHTS RESERVED. PRINTED IN U.SX 



'REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 4 FOR WRITING. 
«*REMED1AL STANDARD IS 41 DRP UNITS FOR READING 
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CONNECTICUT MASTfaV TESTING PROGRAM 
GRADE 4 FORMS 



DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT 



LANGUAGE ARTS 

PAGE 



TESTING DATE: 



SCORES INDICATE NUMBE?^/PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



DISTRICT 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 



LANGUAGE ARTS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



WRITING MECHANICS 
t. CAPITALIZATION & PUNCTUATION 

2. SPELLING (WORDS. HOMONYMS. AND ABBREVIATIONS) 

3. AGREEMENT 

(VERB TENSE. SUBJECT/VERB. 
AND PRONOUN REFERENT) 

4. LOCAf ING INFORMATION 

(SCHEDULES. MAPS, TABLE OF CONTENTS & 
TITLE PAGE. AND DICTIONARY) 
LISTENING COMPREHENSION 

5. LITERAL 

6. INFERENTIAL & EVALUATIVE 
READING COMP^IEHENSION 

7. LITERAL 

8. INFERENTIAL 

9. EVALUATIVE 



9 OF 12 
7 OF 9 
11 OF 15 



8 OF 11 



5 OF 7 
9 OF 13 

9 OF 12 

10 OF K 
7 OF 10 



HOLISTIC MEASURES OF WRITING AND READING 



U/% OF STUDENTS 



WRITING SAMPLE 

NUMBER/PERCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT IS: 
WELL WRITTEN WITH DEVELOPED SUPPORTIVE DETAIL 


HOLISTIC 
SCORE 

7 6ft 6 








#/% 




rvr. ^./i^ 
#/% 






#/•/. 




GENERALLY WEIL ORGANIZED WITH SUPPORTIVE DETAIL 


5 OR 6 






















MINIMALLV PROFICIENT 


4 






















BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD* 

— — : — - -s-.-. - "i^^ -^^^ - 


2 OR 3 






















DEGREES OF READING POWEft{DRP) ® 
NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS: 


DRP UNIT 
SCORE 








#/% 














AT OR ABOVE THE READING GOAL FOR BEGINNING FOURTH GRADERS 


50 + 






















BELOV/ THE READING GOAL FOR BEGINNING FOURTH GRADERS BUT 
ABOVE THE REMEDIAL STANDARD 


4t TO 49 






















BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD^ 


BELOW 41 






















AVERAGE SCORES 
















AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED IN LANGUAGE ARTS 






















AVERAGE HOLISTIC V/RITING SCORE 






















AVERAGE DRP UNIT SCORE 






















COPYRIGHT ® 1986 BY 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. PRINTED IN U.S A. 


•REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 4 FOR WRITING, 
•^REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 41 DRP UNITS FOR READING 
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Connecticut 
Mastery Testing 
Program 




GRADE 4 



PARENT/STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



\our child's scores on the Connecticut Mastery Test are reported inside. 

For a description of the Connecticut Mastery Testing Program, see the back cover of this folder. 

For general information abou* your local district's testing program, please contact your superintendent of schools. 

For furthc information on the Connecticut Mastery Testing Program, contact: Connecticut State Department of Education. 
Office of Research and Evaluation, Box 2219, Hartford, Connecticut 06145, (203) 566-4001 or 4008 
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^MATHEMATICS 

STUDENT OBJECTIVES ANALYSIS FOR 

GRADE: SCHOOL 
FGRiM: DISTRICT 
^ TEACHER: TESTING DATE 



CONNECTICUT 
MASTERY TESTING 
PROGRAM 




THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION 

HARCOUXT tRACE JOVANOVICH. rUSUSHEtS 



GRADE 4 REPORT 



PART 1 



( ■ 

OBJECTIVES TESTED 


MASTERY CRITERIA 


STUDENT ^ 


NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT 


SCORE • 


COKCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 

1 . Identify the number one more, one less, ten more or ten less than a given number 

2. Extend patterns involving numbers and attributes 

3. Order whole numbers 

4. Rewrite numbers using expanded notation 

5. Rewrite numbers by regrouping tens and ones 

6. Identify fractional parts of regions and sets from pictures for halves, thirds, fourths and sixths 
/. Relate multiplication and division facts to rectangular arrays 


3 of 4 
3of4 
3of4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3of4 
3of 4 




COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 

8. Know addition and subtraction facts tc 18 

9. Add and subtract one and two digit numbers without regi .uping 

10. Add one and two digit numbers with regrouping 

11. Estimate sums andKiifferences to 100 

12. Multiply and divide by 2. 5. and 10 


3of4 
3 of 4 

f 3 of 4 
3of4 
3of4 




PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS 

13. Identify objects or numbers that do or do not belong in a collection, matrix or array 

1 4. Read and interpret bar graphs and pictographs 

15. Read and interpret data from tables and'charts 
15" '^^P^'fy or write number sentences from pictures 

io iPfP^'ly'nu'^ber sentences from addition or'subtraction story problems 
18. Solve simple story problems involving addition or subtraction 

on 7^ ?.f """^ber sentences in simple story problems, involving addition and subtraction, with extraneous information 
laentify needed information in problem situations 


3of4 
3of4 
3of4 
3of4 
3of 1 
3of4 
3bf 4 
3of4 




MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY 

21. Measure length and identify appropriate units for measuring length and distance 
^2. Estimate lengths and areas 

23. Tell time to the nearest hour, half hour and quarter hour usine analog and digital clocks 

Determine the value of a set of coins 
25. Identify shapes, angles and sides 


3of4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3of4 
3 of 4 

1 


J 


TOTAL NUMBER OF CB)ECTIVES MASTEREL") (out of 25) 




NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT (out of 100) ,^ 
' (Remedial Standard is 69 of 100 items correct) 







ERIC 
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LANGUAGE ARTS 

STUDENT OBJECTIVES ANALYSIS fOR 

GRADE: SCHOOL- 
FORM: DISTRICT. 
TEACHER^ TESTING DATE: 



CONNECr'IUT 
MASTERY TESTJNC 
PROGRAM 




THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION 

HAtCOUIT tKACC IOVANOVICH. f UlUSHUS 




GRADE 4 REPORT 



PART 2 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


MASTERY CRITERIA 


STUDENT ^ 
SCORE 


NUMBER OF ITSMS CORRECT 


WRITING MECHANICS 

1. Capitalization and Punctuation 

2. Spell' "(words, homonyms, and abbreviations) 

3. Agree» .t (verb tense, subject-verb, and pronoun leferents) 


9bf12 
7of9 
11 of 15 




4. Schedules, Maps. Table of Contend, Title Page, and Dictionary 


8 of 11 




LISTENING COMPRbHENSION 

5. Literal (understands the meanings of ideas clean/ stated by a speaker) 

6. Inferential and Evaluative (understands the meanings of ideas not clearly stated, but implied, by a speaker 

and is able to make critical judgments about them) 


5of7 
9 of 13 




READING COMPREHENSION 

7. Literal (understands the meanings of ideas clearly stated within a passage) 

8. Inferential (understands the meanings of ideas not stated, but implied, within a passage) 

^ 9. Evaluative (able to make critical judgments about statements'ahd iiiferences within^a passage) 


9of12 
10ofl4 
7 of 10 


J 


(jrOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED (out of 9) 


) 



WRITING SAMPLE 



Holistic Writing Score 



STUDENT^ 
SCORE 



Remedial Standard is 4 of 8 



f 

DEGREES.OF. READING POWER.(DRP)^^ 


STUD2NT ^ 
SCORE • 


DRP Units 




Remedial Standard Is 41 DRP. Units 
Reading Coal 1$ 50 DRP Units 





OtgrMi of Reading Power and DRP afe Irjdemjrli OMf^ by the College EnUJnce EtJminJtion Bojrd. 



CopvritN € 1964 by Conneclkut Sute Board of fducjlion All righu /eterved Prmird m the Unit.»d States of America 
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PARENT/STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



Dear Parent: 

i Inside you will find the results of the Connecticut Mastery Test administered to your child earlier this fall. The test results help to show you and 
: the schoo! district's professional staff how well your child is performing on those skills identified by the State of Connecticut as important for 
students ontenng fourth gra'^e to have mastered. 

,,These tests are designed to determine the specific skill levels of students. The test results will be used to: 

' , ~ provide your school with information for use in assessing the progress of individual students over tim3; 

^ ~ provide your school with information based on which improvements in the general instructional program can be made; and 

— provide information on appropriate basic skills remedial assistance for students so indicated. 
I Mastery testing will occur each fall in grades four, six, and eight. 

. If you have any questions about these test results please ask your child's teacher(s). The teacher(s) will share with you other observations and 
"recommendations based on experience in working with your son or daughter during the last several months. 



Description of the Test 

: Mathematics: The mathematics test assesses twer ty-five (25) specific objectives in four general areas of: (1) Conceptual Understandings; (2) 
Computational Skills; (3) Problem Solving/Applications; and (4) Measurement/Geometry. Test items evaluate a student's ability to order and 
rename numbers; compute and estimate sums and differences; read and interpret tables, graphs, and charts; solve a broad ranee of problems; 

^ measure and estimate length and width; identify shapes; and tell time. 

language Arts: The language arts test covers two general areas: Reading/Listening Comprehension and Writing/Locating Information. There 
are nine (9) objectives and two holistic measures of reading and writing. ' 

The content of Reading istening Comprehension consists of narrative, expository, and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring a 
students reading and listening ability in: (1) Literal Comprehension; (2) Inferential or Interpretive Comprehension; and (3) Evaluative or Critical 
Comprehension. Audio tapes are used to assess a student's listening comprehension ability. Also used is the "Degrees of Reading Power'' (DRP) 
Test which includes eight (8) passages and fifty-six (56) test items. It is designed to measure a student's abilit ' to understand nonfiction English 
/prose on a graduated scale of reading difficulty. * ° 

: The content of Writing/Locating Information consists of three components. First, writing skills are directly assessed. A student is asked to write 
c q designated topic. The writing is judged on a student's demonstrated ability to convey information in a coherent and orgar - h Xion. 

^Second, the test assesses the mechanics of good writing, which are defined as: (1) Capitalization and Punctuation; (2) Spjlin.g (words, 
homonyms, and abbreviations); and (3) Agreement. Finally, the test assesses Locating Information through the use of schedules, maps, 
tiMe pages, tables of contents, and dictionaries. This part of the test measures a student's ability to find and use information frcm listed sources! 
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APPENDIX G 
Number of Objectives Mastered 
o Mathematics 
o Language Arts 
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MATHEMATICS: 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
OBJECTIVES MASTERED 




This bar chart illustrates the 
average number of mathemat- 
ics objectives mastered, 
statewide, 



MATHEMATICS: 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY BY 
NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 
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21% 
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m 
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19-24 



NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



^2% 



m 
w 
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This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students, statewide, who mastered 
mathematics objectives within each of the six score categories. 



92 



UNGUAGE ARTS: 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
OBJECTIVES MASTERED 




This bar chart illustrates the 
average number of language 
arts objectives mastered, 
statewide. 



UNGUAGE ARTS: 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY BY 
NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 
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NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



22% 



This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students, statewide, who mastered ob- 
jectives within each oi the four score groupings. 
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Appendix H 
State by District Report - October 1986 
Grade Four Mathematics Test Results 



94 

-67" 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 


STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 




MATHEMATICS 




OBJECTIVES TESTED 






CONCEPTUAL 
UNDERSFANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL 
SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING/ 
APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT/ 
GEOMETRY 


TOTAL 
MATHEMATICS 


PAGE 1 



DATE TESTED: 10-86 



Mastery Cnleria for each objective is 
3 o( tn« 4 items correct. 
Remedial Standard is 69 
of the 100 items correct. 




:^E^ 95 



96 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



• 1 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



MATHEMATICS 



DATE TESTED: 10-86 



Mastery Cnleria for each ot>jecttvi is 
3 of Ihe 4' Items correct. 
Remedial Standard is 69 
of the too Items correct. 



DISTRICT 




STUDENTS 
TESTED 



TOC 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



OARXEN 
DEEP RIVER 
DERBY 
EASTFORO 
EAST GRANBY 
EAST HAOOAH 
EAST HAMPTON 
EAST HARTFORD 
EAST HAVEN 
EAST LYME 
EASTON 

EAST NINDSOR 

ELLINGTON 

ENFIELD 

ESSEX 

FAIRFIELD 

FARHINGTON 

FRAfJCLIN 

GLASTO»«URY 

GRANBY 

GREEfMCH 

GRISHOLD 

GROTON 

GUILFORD 

HAMDEN 

HA>«>TON 



94 
567 
159 
45 
82 
16 
41 
76 
153 
420 
197 
152 
61 
77 
119 
395 
46 
411 
180 
22 
296 
114 
431 
116 
441 
247 
281 
15 



4 
3 

2 
6 
5 
6 
4 
5 
5 
2 
Z 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
6 
Z 
4 
5 
4 
4 
2 
4 
3 
4 
2 
5 



95 81j 93 
92 



99 
96 
90 

HOD 
95 
96 
95 
93 
95 
99 

(LOO 
94 
97 
97 

tlOO 
99 
99 
91 
94 
96 
97 
68 
91 
94 
93 

[LOO 



69 



93 96 
91 98 



C6 
81 
80 
86 
87 
72 
77 
85 
85 
83 
75 
80 
85 
84 
92 
73 
79 
86 
81 
60 
71 
81 
77 
80 



80 



80 
75 

85tL00| 46 
39 



98 LOO 



98 

loo 



86100 



87100 



'54 
36 

60 89i 651 95 



49 96 
17 88 
25| 88 
93 



41 
31 
34 
51 
70 
35 
47 
42 
54 
45 
65 
41 
56 
44 
45 
24 
31 
36 
40 
27 



96 
62 



95 
93 
81 
86 
93 
89 
90 
87 
94 
72 
66 
94 
66 
91 
86 
64 
71 
76 
85 
91 
80 



77100 
66 96 



96 97 
69tl00|L00 96 



57 94] 
56 



63100 
61 99 



62 



53 98 
59 97 
63 96 
77 98 
68 96 
68 96 



96 89 
lOOtLOO 81 



97 



99 
96 
97 
97 
97 
96 
93 

47tL00!l00 



99 94 
96 88 



96 88 
93 86 
97| 92 
79 



99 
98 
100(100 



95 
97 
96 
97 
96 
97 
97 

9&|l00 
93 



65 94 
47 89 

24 67 

25 94 
7l| 73 

86 



66 
50 
42 
52 
57 
72 
40 
71 
49 
61 
46 
72 
50 
55 
41 
55 
33 
43 
36 
46 
27 



95 
87 
96 
82 
79 
94 
90 
95 
90 
86 
93 
9i 
95 
96 
94 
90 
91 100 



97 95 
91 83 
97 94 
96 91 
80 79 

94 75 

95 86 
89 91 



96 
97 
86 
95 
96 
93 
85 
94 
92 
90 
lOOtlOO 



89 
83 
87 
92 
97 
95 
94 
89 
89 
93 
93 
82 
93 
93 
89 
83 
83 
86 
85 
93 



67 
59 
74 
62 
43 
56 
t6 
6;' 
70 
47 
61 
72 
7i 
70 
71 
62 
57 
63 
74 
66 
71 
70 
63 
46 
51 
61 
61 
60 LOO 



90| 73 
64 



79 
82 
66 
86 
87 
87 
86 
87 
84 
85 
87 
94 
82 
89 
86 
82 
76 
73 
85 
79 
80 



74 
60 
85 
67 
52 
63 



73 
Si. 

79 
74 
69 
63 
72 
76 
82 
66 
79 
71 
"69 
46 
63 
68 
67 



90 
80 
94 
82 
82 
86 
86 
91 
89 
73 
85 
86 
93 
90 
91 
84 
85 
90 
93 
86 
93 
96 
86 
73 
80 
91 
85 
93(100 



89 86 
82 87 



70 
66 
93 
86 
80 
72 
82 
87 
90 
82 
94 
82 
89 
90 
86 
86 
89 
87 
80 
74 
77 
86 
84 
87 



95 97 



90 



97 92 
9C 



86 



74 
75 
76 
71 
83 
76 
76 
85 
93 
61 
84 
82 
87 
87 
88 
91 LOO 



94 88 
96 96 



92 



96100 



91 



91100 



90 
89 
92 
95 



97100 



9I| 96 
95l 96 



87 93 



93 



91100 



93100 



22.1 
20.0 
22.4 
21.5 
18.6 
19.9 
21«4 
21.0 
21.2 
19.0 
20.6 
21.5 
22.7 
21.2 
21.6 
20.8 
21.5 
21.5 
22.7 
20.7 
21.7 
21.4 
21.0 
19.0 
19.5 
20.7 
20.4 
20.9 



4 
17 
4 
4 
22 
13 
10 
12 
9 
22 
9 
10 
3 
8 
8 
10 
9 
6 
4 
14 
6 
4 
13 
22 
18 
8 
11 
0 



t im Conn»c\>M $tn« Board ol CdDCALon All riflhu r«t*rv»<t. Pnottd in UniMd Sbtas ol America. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



MATHEMATICS 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




CONCEPTUAL 
UN0ERSTAHO1NGS 


COMPUTATIONAL 
SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING/ 
APPLJCATIONS 


MEASUREMENT/ 
GEOMETRY 


TOTAL 
MATHEMATICS 


PAGE 3 



DATE TESTED: 10-ft6 



Mastery Criteria for each objective Is 
3 of the 4 Items correct. 
Remedial Standard is 69 
of the 100 Items correct. 




DISTRICT 



STUDENTS 
TESTED 



TOC 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



HARTFORD 
HARTLAND 
HEBRON 
KENT 

KILUNGLY 

LEBANON 

LEOYARO 

LISBON 

LITCHFIELD 

HADISON 

MANCHESTER 

HANSrIELD 

HARLBOROUGH 

MERIUEN 

HX0DLETO»t4 

HXLFORO 

hONROE 

nONTVILLE 

NAUGATUCK 

N£H BRITAIN 

NEH CANAAN 

N£H FAIRFIELD 

NEH HARTFORD 

NEH HAVEN 

NCHINGTON 

NEH LONDON 

NEH HILFORD 



17 
83 
36 

172 
59 

2D1 

187 
^6D 
11^ 

68 
5D2 
297 
^31 
254 
224 
286 
427 
189 
164 

69 
1,117 
231 
218 
296 
238 



1 
6 
5 
6 
6 
6 
4 
4 
6 
5 
3 
6 
5 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
2 
'3 
2 
4 
5 
X 
Z 
3 
5 
5 



70 
llOO 
99 
39 
91 
95 
97 
96 
96 
96 
96 
96 
94 
95 
89 
95 
97 
97 
93 
87 
97 
99 
99 
80 
98 
8^ 
97 
96 



52 



88 LCD 



87 



88 



85100 
95 
82 
90 
85 
d5 
84 
84 
86 
87 
76 
78 
93 
84 



99 
IDO 
90 
96 
68l 93 



99 



9l3 96 



66 
94 
94 
81 
87 
81 
88 
59 
92 
90 
90 
85 
87 
89 
86 
89 
90 
89 
76 
77 
90 
87 
91 
69 
94 
71 
81 
90 



46 



96 



591001 
62 
56 
61 
49 
63 
50 
47 
61 
65 
65 
63 
63 
50 
65 
6: 



95 
94 
961100 



96 
97 
98 
95 
95 
98 
97 
96 
97 
95 
93 
99 
99 
681100 



97(100 
98 
95 
94 
93 
95 
96 
94 
97 
97 
95 
95 
96 
99 
98 
95 
94 
96 
97 
99 
93 
97 
99 
96 
96 



24 
59 
,41 
25 
44 
46 
57 
34 
50 
63 
36 
54 
53 
50 
35 
53 
72 
49 
37 
28 
64 
45 
62 
28 
55 
25 



87 51 
95 49 



72 
94 
94 
89 
89 
95 
91 
86 
88 
95 
92 
85 
88 
89 
81 
94 
89 
95 
80 
85 
95 
90 



94100 
76 
94 
80 
91 
91 



59 



38100 



92 
78 
86 
95 
91 
95 
92 
95 
89 
87 
87 
83 
00 
89 
91 
87 
76 
71 
94 
90 
97 
66 
90 
75 
91 



71 
97 
83 
96 

96 94| 70 



35 



66 
56 

63 
66 
36 
64 
68 
65 
66 
71 
59 
57 
62 
61 
6^ 
57 
54 
75 

hi 

70 
44 
64 
45 
55 



76 
88 
93 
94 
87 
97 
95 
89 
91 
96 
92 
96 
97 
89 
90 
95 
96 
89 
91 
85 
98 
96 
96 
82 
93 
86 
95 
97 



50 
94 
82 
81 
66 
88 
81 
70 
78 
91 
80 
88 
86 
74 
63 
76 
00 
77 
72 
64 
88 
88 
93 
^\ 
80 
59 
85 
87 



31 
76 
76 
56 
50 
66 
75 
66 
72 
82 
65 
65 
75 
66 
54 
70 
68 
59 
62 
47 
78 
74 
81 
41 
71 
49 
74 
75 



54 
65 
84 
81 
87 
83 
86 
77 
85 
89 
81 
87 
87 
84 
72 
85 
83 
83 
66 
68 
94 
84 
86 
67 
84 



651 70 
89 87 
92 86 



74 
94 
90 
83 
91 
93 
96 
86 
93 
97 
93 
94 
99 
89 
87 
96 
95 
91 
90 
81 
97 
96 
99 
76 
97 
80 
94 
95 



86 



94100 
94100 



90 



92 



97100 



92 



9oaoc 

91 

95 



95 
96 
96| 97 



15.6 
21.1 
21.2 
19.4 
19.8 
20.5 
21.0 
19.0 
20.5 
22.2 
20.6 
20.9 
21.3 
20.3 
18.8 
21.1 
21.4 
20.7 
19.5 
18.3 
22.3 
21.1 
21.9 
17.0 
21.5 
17.9 
20.8 
21.8 



47 
0 
7 
19 
16 
12 
7 
16 
14 
4 
10 
11 
10 
15 
24 
8 
8 
11 
20 
27 
2 
9 
3 
38 
7 
30 
9 
5 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE A 



MATHEMATICS 



DISTRICT 



NORFOLK 

NORTH aRANFORO 

NORTH CANAAN 

NORTH HAVEN 

NORTH, STCNINGTON 

NORMALK 

NORWICH 

OLD SAYBROGK 

ORANGE 

OXFORD 

PUINFIELD 

PUINVaLLE 

PLYMOUTH 

POMFRET 

PORTLAND 

PRESTON 

PUTNAH 

REDDING 

RID6EFIELD 

ROCKY HILL 

SALEH 

SALISaURY 

SCOTLAND 

SEYMOUR 

SHARON 

SHELTON 

SHERMAN 

SIMS8URY 



UOf 
STUDENTS 
TESTED . 



15 
158 

30 
199 

67 
690 
366 

93 
153 
107 
186 
158 
129 

31 

91 

57 
106 

78 
ZZ^ 
140 

40 

26 

10 
141 

30 
322 

21 
285 



TOC 



6 
4 
6 
2 
5 
3 
3 
5 
2 
5 
6 
4 
Z 
6 
5 
4 
6 
5 
5 
4 
5 
6 
6 
5 
6 
3 
6 
4 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



93 
97 
87 
97 
97 
88 
90 
95 
99 
93 
97 
97 
95 

100 
98 
93 
96 
95 
99 
96 
88 
96 
90 
94 
93 
96 

jlOO 
97 



80 67100 
72 84 95 
80| 73I10O 
98 



76 
85 
77 
75 
86 
84 
84 
74 
75 
71 
87 
81 
74 
84 
8S 
94 
90 
70 
73 
80 
75 
83 
79 
95 
88 



[LOO 
93 
97 
98 
99 
96 
95 
97 
84{L00 
84 
92 



92 



97 
98 

eetioo 



81 LOO 
80100 



81 LOO 



99 



27 
35 
37 
53 
30 
43 
29 
42 
56 
28 
32 
35 
32 
48 
55 
40 
35 
53 
7Z 
66 
30 
38 
30 
35 
33 
40 
29 
48 



93 
81 59 
701 47 
63 



85 
99 
82 
79 
83 
89 
75 
91 
82 
80 
97 
98 
89 
88 
79 
92 
96 
80 
88 
90 
73 
63 
90 
95 
89 



53 LOO 



69 
61 
60 
60 
71 
73 
55 
53 
61 
61 
66 
58 LOO 



97 96 
97 93 
94 97 
99100 



94 
98 
98 
98 
[LOO 
97 
99 
96 
97 
98 



80 LOO 



99 
98 
96 
LOO 
99 
93 
98 
95 
98 



93J 80 
80 



98 LOO 



91 
91 
93 
94 
75 
96 

lOOtLOO 



47| 80 
73 
80 



56 
60 
41 
57 
51 
37 
62 
73 
29 
37 
42 
40 
6<i 
62 
35 
63 
71 
79 
76 
48 
35 
40 
33 
20 
41 
14 
55 



81 

94| 94 



76 
81 
86 
94 
91 
80 
72 
77 
94 
79 
91 
83 
94 
96 
92 
75 
81 
50 
73 
57 
82 
76 
92 



85 
88 
92 
^5 
90 
83 
89 
86 
87 
96 
96 
82 
97 
96 
94 
85 
85 
80 
89 
80 
89 
90 
90 



93| 87 
89 



73 
94 
93 
77 
84 
94 
93 
87 
64 
91 
83 
87 
97 
95 
82 
92 
96 
97 
84 
85 
80 
89 
90 
89 
86 
97 



53 93 
61 
53 
62 



67 



69 
67 LOO 



38100 



98 
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73 



85 65 
63 



83 
87 
69 
80 
90 
91 
88 
75 
85 
70 
81 
93 
88 
76 
79 

89 
71 
86 
70 
77 
87 
83 

^\ 
85 



67 



87 



87 84 



57 
75 
60 
63 
67 
V4 
80 
67 
62 
66 
60 
61 
82 
93L00I 



74 75 



78 
90 
96 
91 
82 
96 
80 
87* 
80 
86 
ILOO 
94 



73 



73tlOO 
91 



83 

70| 771 801100 



80 
84 
87 
84 
77 
87 
75 
87 
95 
81 
90 
90 
88 
90 
80 
85 
70 
77 
80 
82 
95 
90 



85 
90 
77 
84 
82 
88 
84 
78 
84 
73 
87 
89 
89 
86 
85 
89 
81 
75 
96 
70 
79 
83 
82 
76 
82 



100 
94 



92 



97 



93 
96 
86 
93 
94 
97 
80 
90 
93 
86 
90 
98 

98 LOO 



98 



97100 
87 95 
93 97 
9Si 95 



95 95 
92 98 
95 98 



93 



90 901 
95 



97 
96 
97 
99 
99tlOO 



92aOOLOO 



90 LOO 



94 



99 



95 



19.9 
20.4 
18.8 
21.1 
21.7 
19.2 
20.2 
21.2 
22.3 
20.5 
19.8 
20.5 
19.4 
21.2 
22.2 



83 LOO 



21.7 
20.6 
21.7 
23.1 
22.9 
19.5 
21.0 
IS.l 
?0.0 
19.2 
20.7 
20.3 
21.8 



13 
12 
33 



24 

16 
5 
5 

10 

13 
9 

18 
6 
2 
0 

13 
5 
2 
1 

24 
8 

40 
9 

20 
9 
5 
6 



ERLC 



loi 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



MATHEMATICS 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




CONCEPTUAL 
UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL 
SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING/ 
APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT/ 
GEOMETRY 


TOTAL 
MATHEMATICS 


PAGE 5 



DATE TESTED: 10-86 



Mastery Criteria lor each objective is 
3 of \tit A Items correct 
Remedial Standard is C9 
of the 100 Items correct 




DISTRICT 



STUDENTS 
TESTED 



TOC 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OOJECTIVE 



SOhERS 

SCXmilNGTON 

SOUTH HiNOSOft 

SPRAGUE 

STAFFORD 

STAHFORD 

STERLING 

STONINGTON 

STRATFORD 

SUFFIELD 

ThOHASTON 

THOhPSON 

TOLLAND 

TORRINGTON 

TRUHDULL 

UNION 

VERNON 

VOLUKTO^ 

HALLINGFDRO 

HATERaURV 

HATERFORO 

HATERTOW 

HESTBROOK 

KEST HARTFORD 

NEST HAVEN 

HESTON 

HESTPORT 

HETHERSFIELO 



87 
^18 
26^ 
28 
94 
778 
28 
132 
391 
107 
75 
92 
149 
284 
326 
9 

306 
26 
379 
900 
161 
198 
48 
466 
416 
106 
196 
17X 



4 
S 
2 
4 
5 
1 
6 
4 
2 
4 
4 
6 
5 
3 
2 
6 
3 
6 
3 
X 
4 
2 
6 
2 
2 
5 
3 
2 



97 
96 
96 
85 
99 
97 
98 
96 
98 
99 
97 
98 



100 100 



78100 



68100 



81 



97 



95 
9^ 
97 
95 
96 
97 
96 
97 
[100 
97 



88100 
88 98 
60 90 
90 99 



98 



92 97 
94 97 



99 



90100 58 93 



54 



89100 

86 98 421 90| 74 



331Q0 
41 
28 
35 



83 



57 96 

58 95 
58 94 
'60 87 



loo 100 



58 



59 
47 
68 
70 
71 
68 
74 
76 
74 



67100 



99 



641001 



98 
93 
97 
96 
98 
96 
96 
97 
100 
97 
92 
98 
95 
99 
98 
98 
97 
99 
98 
95 
9ti 



94 



90 52 



93 80 



54 



90 64 
94 60 



92 67 89 



56100 



89100 



95 



92| 98 92 
73 67 



96 



93 



78 
94 
96 

92 92 

95 93 92 

94 94 91 

94 97 

97 95 93 

91 99 91 



90 
91 
92 
75 
95 
70 
93 
79 
83 
87 
91 
91 
95 
91 
91 
tlOO 
91 



100 92 



98] 91 
88 



60 

60 

61 

39 

69 

52 

46 

62 

53 

58 

5 

65 

66 

54 

63 

78 

51 

50 

56 

37 

65 

74 

56 

74 

72 

77 

75 

61 



97 79 



96 



96 



98 



80 



96 86 
96 79 
95 82 
92 77 
89 67 



99 87 



82 



94 77 
94 86 
96 88 



92 



97 90 

98 85 



89 82 



78 



86 



66 71 
89 93 



80 
76 
87 
81 
Q<f 
86 
81 
89 
89 
87 
86 

88 84 



96100 



87 91 



96 



97 95 



93 



94 90 



93 



88(100 
93 



94 



99 
98 
99 
100 
94 
96 
96 
95 
96 
97 
9, 



96100 



94 



89100100 



95 
96 
97 
QU 90 



99 



97 97 
98100 
94 96 
96 97100 



20.7 
20.8 
21.0 
18.9 
21.3 
18.0 
20.3 
20.5 
19.4 
21.0 
19.5 
21.0 
21.0 
20.5 
21.2 
21.3 
20.7 
21.3 
21. 0 
17.2 
21.7 
22.2 
21.4 
22.0 
22.0 
22.7 
22.1 
21.7 



7 

10 
9 

21 
6 

33 
7 

16 

20 
7 

17 
7 
7 

13 
9 
0 

10 
4 
6 

35 
5 
3 
6 
7 
3 
3 
7 
6 
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_CQNNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



t 1 



MATHEMATICS 



DATE TESTED: lo-5^ 



Maittry Cnttria for tich objoctivt U 
3 o( th« 4 items corrKl. 
Rtm«diil Sundifd is 69 
o( tht 100 Items correct 



DISTRICT 




UOf 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


TOC 




5 


162 


4 


lis 


4 


207 


6 


308 


2 


99 


4 


1^2 


2 


86 


4 


58 


4 


44 


6 


173 


5 


71 


6 


89 


5 


94 


4 


191 


4 


120 


4 


146 


6 


100 


6 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



HXllINGTON 

HILTON 

HINCHESTCR 

HINDHAH 

HINOSOR 

HINOSOR LOCKS 

HOLcorr 

NOOOBRIDGE 
HOOOSTOCK 
REClOtUL N0« 6 
RECIONAL NO. 10 
RECIOKAL NO. 12 
RECiaUL NO. 13 
RECIONAL NO. 14 
REGIONAL NO. 15 
REGIONAL NO. 16 
REGlOKiL NO. 17 
REGIONAL NO. 18 



80 71 
86 96 



81 



7£l83 
84 



82 



89 
88 
94 
81 



97 
861100 



87 



94 



98( 59 92 
71 50 
88 



991 
9£( 48 



92100 



9S 



57 88 



30 
28 
42 
49 
43 
4£ 
54 
39 
43 
33 
37 
23 
51 
44 



88 
87 
88 
92 
74 
95 
92 
99 
84 
84 
88 
79 
89 
76 



65 94 
76 97 
5St 981 98 
94 



46 

56 
52 
64 
71 
52 

48(100 
98 



97 
97tl00 



71 



95| 69 
46 



€\m CftMiKUiA Sum eo«f< ot UyctUon. All rifhts rtMfvW. pnnt«4 ia UmM Sut«i of Am«rk«. 



29 



52 
•31 
45 
58 
65 
34 
41 
45 
43 
35 
47 
57 
45 
51 
50 



59 90 
92 91 



86 
87 
86 
91 
94 
93 
81 
95 
90 
92 
88 
85 
93 
91 
88 
86 



84f84 
97] 96 
93| 89 
81 



69 
69 
58 
59 
50 
46 
66 
66 
50 
80 
71 
62 
57 
59 
63 
58 
66 
64 



63 
88 
87 
70 
73 
81 
76 
90 
74 
91 
88 
86 
88 
83 
87 
77 
72 
78 



58 76 
64 77 



78 
92 
88 



88 78 



93 



771 83 
77 



87 



93 97 95 



91 



94 981 
94 
94 



97 



88100 
91100 



95 



96100 
91 
96 
94 



98 



99 



99 



19.4 
22.4 
20.0 
19.6 
19.6 
20.7 
21.1 
22.3 
19.7 
22.0 
21.4 
21.8 
20.7 
20.8 
21.2 
20.1 
21.1 
20.4 



18 

4 
12 
19 
15 
11 
10 
5 
19 
0 
10 
6 
6 
9 
7 
17 
4 
16 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTiNG PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



MATHEMATICS 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




CONCEPTUAL 
UNDERSTANDIN09 


COMPUTATIONAL 
SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING/ 
APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT/ 
GEOMETRY 


TOTAL 
MATHEMATICS 


PAGE 7 



DATE TESTED: 10-86 



Mastery CrCerIa for each objective Is 
3 of the 4 items correct. 
Remedial Standard Is 69 
of the too items correct 



DISTRICT 




#0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 



TOC 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 

^63] 



TOC I TOTAL 
TOC 2 TOTAL 
TOC 3 TOTAL 
TOC 4 TOTAL 
TOC 5 TOTAL 
TOC 6' TOTAL 
STATE TOTAL 



6,333 
7»206 
5,770 
3,235 
2,282 
30>580 



81 
89 
86 
.90 
90 
87 
87 



65 
89 
85 
92 
91 
87 
84 



42 
62 
58 
65 
64 
61 
58 



81 
93 
91 
96 
95 
95 
91 



56 
81 
76 
85 
84 
78 
76 



63 
83 
80 
86 
85 
83 
79 



80 
93 
90 
94 
94 
92 
90 



17,0 
20,9 
20.1 
21.3 
21.2 
20.5 
20.1 



37 
11 
15 
8 
8 
12 
16 
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APPENDIX I 
State by District Report - October 1986 
Grade Four Language Arts Test Results 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



LANGUAGE ARTS 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (DRP) 


WRITING SAMPLE 


PAG€ I 


WRITING 
MECHANICS 


LOCATING 
INFORMATION 


LISTENING 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 



DATE TESTED; 10-86 





MASTERY CRITERIA 
iU CORRECT/^ POSSIBLE) 


9/12 


7/9 


11/15 


8/11 


5/7 


9/13 


9/12 


10/14 


7/10 
















DISTRICT 


#0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


TOO 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




ANDDVER 


35 


4 


74 


60 


86 


80 


69 


57 


66 


60 


51 


■" 6.6 


31 


T9 


40 


42 


ll 


20 


ANSONIA 


137 


5 


91 


61 


89 


91- 


50 


58 


72 


50 


34 


6.0 


15 


42 


42 


47 


15 


13 


ASHFORO 




6 


87 


50 


83 


85 


54 


48 


65 


65 


46 


5.8 


26 


20 


5< 


45 


26 


4 


AVON 




4 


92 


78 


92 


94 


66 


80 


86 


76 


7S 


7.4 


XH 


22 


Ac 




l*# 


1 


8ARKHAHSTE0 




6 


97 


74 


100 


97 


79 


68 . 


97 


85 


85 


8.0 


9 


18 


7<t 


50 


9 


0 


BERLIN 


136 


4 


95 


69 


94 


94 


68 


78 


77 


71 


62 


7.1 . 


10 


27 


63 


50 


10 


3 


BETHANY 


60 


4 


92 


80 


98 


93 


73 


85 


95 


82 


73 


7.7 


3 


25 


72 


56 


3 


0 


BETHElr 


232 


4 


85 


65 


B4 


85 


60 


72 


75 


66 


56 


6.5 


27 


28 


45 


44 


27 


6 


BLOOMFir.LD 


171 


2 


78 


60 


78 


82 


49 


57 


69 


57 


55 


5.9 


33 


26 


41 


43 


33 


11 


BOLTON 


54 


4 


91 


74 


96 


98 


74 


80 


89 


78 


61 


7.4 


6 


33 


61 


53 


6 


0 


BOZRAH 


30 


5 


87 


73 


97 


100 


67 


67 


80 


63 


60 


6.9 


23 


40 


37 


45 


23 


7 


BRANFORD 


207 


4 


91 


65 


86 


91 


63 


76 


87 


71 • 


54 


6.9 


21 


31 


46 


45 


21 


4 


BRIDGEPORT 


1>319 


1 


65 


54 


54 


68 


36 


36 


43 


28 


25 


4.1 


55 


29 


16 


38 


55 


\e 


BRISTOL 


507 


3 


87 


66 


83 


68 


52 


62 


71 


56 


46 


6.1 


25 


29 


47 


45 


25 


6 


BROOKFIELD 


167 


4 


96 


77 


90 


94 


68 


87 


90 


78 


71 


7.5 


7 


29 


65 


53 


7 


1 


BROOKLYN 


Bl 


6 


99 


60 


94 


94 


49 


59 


81 


65 


47 


6.5 


20 


27 


53 


47 


20 


10 


CANAAN 


7 


6 


86 


100 


100 


100 


29 


57 


57 


86 


57 


6.7 


0 


57 


43 


'•8 


C 


0 


CA^^rERBURY 


66 


6 


91 


68 


86 


91 


63 


68 


74 


58 


39 


6.4 


26 


31 


43 


45 


26 


3 


CAKTON 


B7 


4 


94 


61 


94 


90 


67 


76 


86 


75 


59 


7.0 


16 


29 


55 


48 


16 


6 


CHAPLIN 


15 


6 


100 


60 


80 


93 


73 


73 


87 


80 


67 


7.1 


27 


27 


47 


47 


27 


7 


CHESHIRE 


294 


2 


91 


76 


92 


96 


61 


84 


86 


76 


76 


7.4 


15 


23 


61 


49 


15 


3 


CHESTER 


27 


6 


85 


48 


93 


85 


67 


63 


81 


78 


44 


6.4 


15 


52 


33 


45 


15 


0 


CLIhTTON 


14B 


5 


90 


58 


88 


91 


66 


73 


80 


65 


57 


6.7 


18 


29 


53 


48 


18 


9 


COLCHESTER 


105 


5 


90 


71 


91 


94 


61 


67 


79 


70 


60 


6.8 


16 


32 


51 


47 


16 


6 


COLEBROOK 


16 


6 


94 


75 


100 


94 


56 


100 


94 


69 


69 


7.5 


13 


31 


56 


49 


13 


13 


COLUMBIA 


45 


5 


96 


7i 


98 


96 


56 


69 


73 


67 


51 


6.8 


24 


22 


5? 


47 


24 


14 


CORNWALL 


14 


6 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


9.0 


0 


0 


100 


68 


0 


0 


COVENTRY 


104 


4 


91 


66 


93 


91 


56 


79 


82 


71 


5B 


6.9 


13 


34 


53 


48 


13 


11 



29 
22 
5 
0 
7 
8 
12 
31 
6 
23 
12 
42 
19 
7 
26 
0 
15 
11 
13 
12 
30 
13 
12 
IS 
23 
0 
20 



36 
26 
16 
6 
29 
17 
39 
31 
26 
37 
45 
3^ 
32 
26 
41 
29 
39 
29 
20 



14 
13 
2^ 
33 
21 
32 
28 
23 
21 
22 
20 
19 
14 
25 
20 
20 
14 
21 
2<» 
33 



18 22 
22 19 
33 27 
28 26 
25 13 
35 26 



18 21 

19 11 
12 10 
23 



3. 
4. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
5. 
S, 
A, 
4. 
5. 
4. 
4< 
3< 
4. 
5. 
4. 
5. 
3l4 
7 5. 
0 4. 
9 5. 
0 4. 
4 4. 
4 4. 



0 0 



29 
40| 19 



6 13 



5 
2! 4 



29 



6 

31 4 



eiSII Connecticut Sut* Board of £ducition. Ail rtghti rtstrvtd, Prtntt d In Unittd Suttt of Amtrlca. 



(-erJcio 



111 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 




MASTERY CRITERIA 


9/12 


7/9 


11/15 


8/11 










(U CORRECT/^^ POSSIBLE) 


5/7 


9/13 


9/12 


10/14 



DISTRICT 



noF 

STUDENTS 
TESTED 



TOC 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



CR0!V1ELL 
DAtreURY 
DARIEN 
DEEP RIVER 
DERBY 
EASTFORD 
EAST GRANBY 
EAST HADDAH 
EAST HAMPTON 
EAST HARTFORD 
EAST HAVEN 
EAST LYME 
EASTON 

EAST WINDSOR 

ELLINGTON 

ENFIELD 

ESSEX 

FAIRFIELD 

FARMINGTON 

FRANKLI^4 

GLASTONBURY 

GRANBY 

GREENJSICH 

GRISHOLD 

GROTON 

GUILFORD 

HAMDEN 

HAMPTON 



9^ 


4 


88 


59 


90 


96 


69 


78 


84 


59 


567 


3 


78 


58 


79 


85 


49 


59 


70 


52 


158 


2 


90 


74 


92 


97 


68 


82 


^6 


79 


^6 


6 


93 


62 


91 


89 


73 


71 


78 


78 


QZ 


5 


89 


55 


76 


84 


55 


48 


62 


43 


16 


6 


81 


56 


88 


81 


50 


69 


75 


50 


^1 


4 


83 


68 


88 


83 


56 


56 


73 


51 


75 


5 


95 


73 


88 


99 


69 


83 


81 


68 


133 


5 


98 


74 


95 


97 


64 


81 


86 


70 


^ZO 


2 


85 


58 


81 


84 


46 


54 


59 


48 


197 


2 


81 


64 


83 


90 


59 


64 


73 


55 


ISZ 


4 


91 


68 


91 


94 


63 


75 


86 


75 


61 


4 


93 


77 


92 


95 


72 


79 


89 


82 


77 


4 


94 


78 


92 


95 


58 


68 


81 


73 


119 


4 


92 


74 


91 


95 


59 


74 


83 


70 


395 


3 


87 


58 


89 


92 


52 


76 


78 


59 


46 


6 


98 


72 


89 


98 


65 


83 


87 


74 


411 


2 


93 


71 


91 


92 


64 


78 


84 


71 


180 


4 


92 


79 


94 


94 


71 


82 


06 


82 


ZZ 


5 


95 


68 


91 


91 


55 


64 


55 


68 


297 


a 


90 


74 


90 


95 


71 


79 


85 


76 


114 


4 


97 


73 


96 


96 


63 


77 


89 


78 


431 


2 


84 


65 


88 


90 


61 


74 


75 


68 


115 


4 


86 


52 


88 


84 


59 


59 


64 


50 


445 


3 


84 


57 


85 


88 


48 


60 


70 


55 


247 


4 


91 


70 


89 


96 


68 


77 


86 


72 


382 


2 


82 


62 


85 


89 


59 


66 


81 


66 


15 


5 


100 


53 


80 


93 


67 


73 


87 


67 
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65 
49 
68 
53 
35 
38 
39 
64 
67 
41 
56 
66 
64 
64 
60 
61 
65 
65 
73 
55 
72 
64 
65 
41 
46 
61 
52 
27 



6.9 
5.8 
7.4 
6.9 
5.5 
5.9 
6.0 
7.2 
7.3 
5.6 
6.3 
7.1 
7.4 
7.0 
7.0 
6.5 
7.3 
7.1 
7.5 
6.4 
7.3 
7.3 
6.7 
5.8 
5.9 
7.1 
6.4 
6.5 



23 
31 

9 
15 
34 
44 
24 
19 
13 
40 
26 
14 

7 
10 
12 
27 
11 
15 
10 
23 
11 
11 
20 
36 
28 
16 
21 
13 



31 
29 
26 
35 
39 
38 
27 
21 
31 
30 
35 
26 
31 
26 
23 
31 
33 
25 
31 
36 
22 
27 
25 
32 
31 
29 
34 
13 



46 



45 



40 43 
65 
5G 
27 



25 
16{ 30 



9 1 



10 



17 



19 
49 
60 
56 
30 
39 
59 
62 
64 
66 
42 
57 
61 
59 
41 
67 
62 
56 
32 
41 
55 
45 
73 



42 
39 
47 
48 
49 
42 
43 
49 
53 
52 
50 
44 
49 
49 
50 
45 
50 
50 
47 
42 
43 
49 
45 
4« 



15 
34 
44 
24 
19 
13 
40 
26 
14 
7 
10 
12 
27 
11 
15 
10 
23 
11 
11 
20 
36 
28 
16 
21 
13 



0 
1 
12 
4 
6 
2 
£ 
3 
3 
3 
13 
10 
3 
6 

4 



221 33 
32 
38 



20 
27 
33 
32 
32 
27 
IQ 
23 
16 
20 
24 
31 
40 
10 
25 
2? 
29 
40 
31 
25 
30 
47 



15 14 
10 



7 4 



22 18| 
16 



6 5 
4 4 



28 
10 
27 
40 
19 
17 
20 
17 
36 
19 
11 
16 
5 
6 
23 
9 
19 
11 
19 
7 
8 
14 
24 
23 
11 
19 
40 
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



LANGUAGE ARTS 



DATE TESTCO: 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (DRP) 


WRITING SAMPLE 


PAGE 3 


WRITING 
MECHANICS 


LOCATING 
INFORMATION 


LISTENING 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 




r^TERY CRITERIA 
CORRECT/^ POSSIBLE) 


9/12 


7/9 


11/15 


8/11 


5n 


9/13 


9/12 


10/14 


7/10 


































DISTRICT 


STUDENTS 
TESTED 


TOO 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




HARTFDRD 




1 


51 


33 


^. 


57 


27 


27 


34 


19 


18 


3.1 


66 


20 


ii 


35 


66 


^0 


21 


28 


14 


5 


3 


1 


i.B 


51 




HARTLANO 


17 


6 


94 


B2 


94 


ID'J 


41 


82 


76 


82 


53 


7.1 


18 


18 


65 


49 


16 


0 


12 


12 


29 


18 


12 


18 


5.6 


12 




HEBRON 


84 


5 


95 


B3 


94 


93 


57 


71 


8D 


79 


5D 


7.D 


12 


27 


61 


49 


12 


9 


16 


26 


17 


15 


11 


7 


4.8 


24 




KEKT 


36 


6 


94 


64 


89 


92 


42 


67 


89 


67 


42 


6.4 


19 


31 


50 


47 


19 


0 


3 


19 


33 


25 


17 


3 


5.4 


3 




KILLINGLY 


172 


6 


92 


63 


82 


88 


55 


65 


•7D 


6D 


56 


6.3 


23 


34 


43 


44 


23 


12 


19 


29 


22 


M 


5 


1 


4.2 


31 




LESANON 


61 


6 


B5 


62 


85 


92 


5D 


73 


77 


55 


55 


6.3 


28 


22 


50 


45 


28 


18 


7 


3D 


23 


18 


5 


0 


4.3 


25 




LEOYARD 


2D1 




93 


6B 


88 


89 


65 


75 


81 


65 


63 


6.9 


16 


29 


54 


48 


16 


5 


11 


29 


19 


17 


12 


5 


4.9 


16 




LISBON 






B9 


64 


BD 


8D 


52 


7D 


59 


43 


27 


5.6 


25 


30 


45 


43 


25 


9 


5 


23 


36 


11 


7 


9 


4.9 


14 




LITCHFIELD 




6 


91 


69 


85 


93 


7D 


72 


86 


78 


49 


6.9 


19 


24 


57 


47 


19 


5 


8 


22 


21 


25 


15 


4 


5.1 


14 




HAOISON 
HANCHESTER 


IBB 


5 


97 


Bl 


96 


97 


74 


89 


89 


79 


71 


7.7 


11 


25 


64 


50 


11 


1 


5 


14 


26 


21 


22 


10 


5.7 


6 




^6D 


3 


93 


62 


83 


88 


61 


73 


73 


6D 


55 


6.5 


25 


29 


46 


45 


25 


8 


16 


30 


21 


12 


11 


3 


4.6 


23 




HANSFIELD 


11^ 


6 


84 


58 


81 


82 


53 


65 


78 


64 


>'so 


6.2 


24 


24 


52 


44 


Z<i 


18 


15 


27 


15 


10 


10 


7 


4-4 


31 




HARLBOROUGH 


6B 


5 


96 


74 


88 


94 


62 


85 


9D 


76 


69 


7.3 


15 


28 


57 


49 


15 


4 


6 


33 


21 


19 


10 


6 


5.0 


10 




HERIDEN 


5D3 


3 


B5 


55 


79 


84 


51 


56 


62 


55 


43 


5.7 


30 


28 


42 


43 


30 


9 


17 


32 


ZZ 


12 


7 


2 


4.4 


?5 




HIODLETOHN 


299 


3 


Bl 


63 


77 


8D 


48 


57 


64 


51 


5D 


5.7 


36 


22 


42 


42 


36 


6 


20 


30 


22 


12 


7 


3 


4.5 


26 




HILFORO 


^31 


3 


B6 


63 


3i> 


91 


55 


66 


74 


63 


5D 


6.4 


23 


33 


44 


44 


2*3 


ID 


11 


27 


22 


15 


10 


4 


4.7 


21 




HONRDE 


254 




9D 


7D 


89 


93 


65 


82 


8D 


71 


76 


7.2 


13 


3D 


57 


49 


13 


3 


4 


19 


23 


25 


17 


8 


5.5 


7 




HOKTVILLE 


225 




92 


68 


86 


9D 


63 


71 


77 


61 


56 


6.7 


21 


33 


46 


47 


21 


4 


13 


28 


26 


13 


11 


5 


4.8 


17 




NAUGATVICIC 


2BS 


2 


79 


51 


79 


8D 


48 


58 


66 


49 


39 


5.5 


33 


28 


39 


43 


33 


9 


13 


35 


18 


14 


8 


4 


4.5 


23 




N£H BRITAIN 


42B 


3 


7D 


56 


71 


8D 


43 


49 


56 


39 


37 


5.D 


41 


30 


30 


42 


41 


11 


19 


37 


17 


8 


5 


2 


4.2 


30 




NEH CANAAN 


1B9 


2 


93 


66 


92 


93 


64 


85 


86 


72 


68 


7.2 


16 


19 


65 


49 


16 


1 


3 


14 


^7 


18 


26 


11 


5.8 


4 




N£H FAIRFIELD 


164 




B4 


64 


88 


94 


6D 


75 


79 


71 


65 


6.8 


19 


34 


47 


47 


19 


13 


10 


35 


11 


16 


13 


3 


4.6 


23 




NEH HARTFORD 


69 


5 


94 


69 


94 


93 


71 


75 


81 


88 


61 


7.S 


12 


12 


77 


53 


12 


I 


I 


34 


19 


19 


19 


6 


5.3 


3 




NEH HAVEN 


1>124 


1 


61 


42 


53 


62 


32 


37 


44 


29 


3D 


3.9 


5<) 


22 


24 


38 


5<i 


30 


24 


24 


12 


7 


3 


1 


3.5 


54 




NEHINGTON 


231 


2 


97 


71 


91 


96 


6D 


68 


78 


68 


58 


6.9 


16 


26 


38 


49 


16 


5 


13 


26 


24 


17 


9 


7 


4.9 


17 




NEH LONDON 


21B 


3 


Bl 


5D 


67 


79 


35 


42 


59 


4D 


4D 


4.9 


52 


29 


19 


39 


52 


20 


12 


40 


15 


7 


5 


1 


4.0 


32 




NEH HltFORD 


296 


5 


93 


7D 


94 


93 


57 


8D 


85 


7^ 


68 


7.1 


17 


25 


59 


48 


17 


4 


10 


31 


20 


18 


8 


8 


5.0 


14 






237 


5 


95 


77 


93 


95 


66 


85 


88 


84 


75 


7.6 


11 


20 


70 


53 


11 


3 


8 


22 


25 


20 


14 


8 


5.3 


11 
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iCONNECTICUT MASTERV TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



LANGUAGE ARTS 



DISTRICT 



NORFOLK 

NORTH SRANFORb 

NORTH CANAAN 

NORTH HAVEN 

NORTH STONINGTON 

NORWALK 

NORWICH 

OLD SAYBROOK 

ORANGE 

OXFORD 

PLAINFIELD 

PLAINVILLE 

PLYMOUTH 

POMFRET 

PORTLAr'^' 

PRESTON 

PUTNAM 

REDDING 

RIOGEFIELD 

ROCKY HILL 

SALEM 

SALISBURY 

SCOTLAND 

SEYMOUR 

SHARON 

SHELTON 

SHERMAN 

SIMSBURY 



nop 

STUDENTS 
TESTED 



30 
199 
67 
692 
366 
93 
153 
107 
186 
158 
130 
31 
91 
57 
106 
78 
224 
140 
39 
26 
10 
141 
30 
321 
21 
283 



TOG 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCf.NT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



87 
90 
80 
92 
93 
71 
86 
85 
97 
89 
87 
95 
82 
90 
95 
89 
83 
87 
94 
99 
82 
85 
90 
96 
80 
91 
86 
97 
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67 


80 


87 


60 


73 


87 


73 


40 


6.5 


62 


88 


97. 


50 


60 


80 


66 


46 


6.3 


40 


90 


67 


57 


53 


77 


50 


43 


5.6 


70 


96 


94 


54 


64 


81 


69 


53 


6.7 


84 


88 


97 


72 


73 


82 


84 


58 


7.3 


54 


73 


78 


45 


54 


61 


48 


47 


5.3 


60 


86 


90 


47 


62 


76 


61 


61 


6.3 


65 


87 


89 


56 


70 


74 


74 


55 


6.6 


80 


93 


95 


67 


76 


84 


71 


59 


7.2 


65 


88 


93 


57 


74 


80 


70 


56 


6.7 


62 


79 


83 


44 


53 


66 


51 


49 


5.8 


66 


86 


91 


66 


73 


79 


59 


61 


6.8 


65 


88 


84 


57 


56 


73 


57 


43 


6.1 


68 


87 


94 


61 


77 


74 


74 


68 


6.9 


86 


93 


96 


67 


82 


85 


74 


74 


7.5 


74 


95 


95 


58 


65 


93 


81 


60 


7.1 


55 


78 


84 


63 


69 


70 


59 


49 


6.2 


70 


87 


94 


50 


82 


90 


76 


77 


7.1 


75 


96 


S5 


68 


80 


87 


83 


73 


7.5 


75 


97 


95 


75 


81 


89 


71 


67 


7.5 


56 


77 


74 


44 


69 


68 


61 


47 


5.8 


35 


81 


92 


54 


69 


81 


69 


69 


6.3 


50 


60 


70 


20 


50 


60 


50 


60 


5.1 


72 


91 


94 


55 


75 


84 


72 


65 


7.0 


57 


87 


90 


50 


53 


73 


60 


33 


5.8 


68 


88 


91 


61 


69 


77 


63 


56 


6.7 


71 


95 


86 


81 


71 


81 


67 


48 


6.9 


82 


95 


96 


71 


89 


92 


84 


81 


7.9 



25 Zl 



13 



44 24 



26 



32 32 
12 29 



24 



26 



31 
27 
30 
35 
23 
19 
19 
22 
36 
18 
24 
31 
27 
20 
34 
37 
30 
33 
19 



53 
46 
37 
52 
63 
32 
48 
36 
59 
51 
39 
49 
38 
58 
66 
63 
47 
49 
70 
63 
46 
62 
40 
52 
57 
55 
46 
69 53 



49| X3 
4 

451 



43 32 
50 12 



46 
42 
45 
44 
49 
50 
49 
43 
49 
50 
49 
44 
49 
41 
49 
50 
46 
47 



16 
34 
21 
27 
19 
15 
16 
31 
15 
12 
13 
23 
12 
40 
13 
7 
16 
19 
12 



0(29 
33 



41 
28 
26 
33 
37 
28 
46 
26 
3S 
45 
10 
35 
19 
36 
27 
14 
16 
36 
42 
0 
37 
33 
28 
57 
21 



36 
22 
30 
16 
26 
22 
17 
25 
27 
22 
21 
22 
19 
24 
26 
33 
26 
15 
17 
36 
25 
15 
20 
22 
33 
27 
10 
30 



14 



10 



10 



6 
10 
15 

6 
17 
12 

i: 

9 
24 
22 
17 
5 
0 
30 
9 
0 
10 
14 
19 



26 



14 
24 
35 
17 
5 
26 
32 
20 
13 
16 
29 
10 
20 
3 
14 
7 
11 
6 
6 
4 
16 
35 
50 
15 
20 
15 
14 
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



LANGUAGE ARTS 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 



LOCATING 
INFORMATION 



DATE TESTED: 




READING 
COMPREHENSION 



MASTERY CRITERIA 
in CORRECT/^ POSSIBLE) 



DISTRICT 



STUDENTS 
TESTED 



SOMERS 

nouniiNCTON 

SOOTH HXNOSOR 

SPRAGUE 

STAFFORD 

STANFORD 

STERLING 

STONINGTON 

STRATFDRO 

SUFFIELO 

THOHASTON 

THDMPSON 

TDLLANO 

TDRRIN6T0N 

TRUMBULL 

UIION 

V£RfX)N 

VDLUKTOHN 

HALLIN6FDR0 

HATEROURY 

HATERFDRO 

WATERTOW 

HESTBROOK 

WEST HARTFORD 

WEST HAVEN 

WESTON 

WESTPORT 

WETHERSFIELO 



TOO 




SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



67 


8<» 


91 


i9 


6> 


>9 


6} 


70 


94 


96 


54 


66 


04 


65 


72 


91 


90 


57 


71 


78 


64 


57 


86 


82 


54 


46 


57 


64 


54 


95 


91 


55 


50 


81 


59 


55 


67 


7<V 


47 


54 


54 


44 


45 


86 


82 


57 


75 


75 


64 


54 


80 


82 


52 


55 


67 


59 


65 


86 


88 


57 


60 


66 


55 


52 


95 


87 


68 


77 


84 


72 


75 


85 


85 


59 


59 


81 


60 


67 


90 


95 


65 


67 


77 


64 


62 


86 


91 


75 


77 


82 


68 


65 


80 


86 


56 


60 


70 


59 


75 


89 


90 


64 


75 


82 


65 


78 


100 


100 


78 


89 


100 


78 


70 


92 


91 


57 


77 


78 


70 


50 


92 


92 


62 


81 


81 


69 


71 


89 


95 


52 


76 


82 


66 


40 


64 


71 


58 


41 


48 


52 


64 


90 


95 


60 


79 


81 


70 


84 


94 


95 


60 


74 


85 


68 


75 


92 


94 


50 


65 


85 


65 


C«S 


87 


88 


59 


81 


79 


71 


76 


88 


95 


56 


66 


82 


61 


80 


96 


96 


71 


90 


86 


89 


67 


92 


94 


66 


7^ 


85 


78 


70 


90 


95 


70 


75 


77 


72 



»im Confttetlcwf Suit BmH of EdDCttlon, All fijhti nftvi, P'lnttd In UnltH SWtt of Amt rlci. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



LANGUAGE ARTS 



DISTRICT • 



HIUIngtCR 
HILTON 
HXNCHESTER 
HINOHAM 
NINOSOR 
NINOSOR LOCKS 
HOLCOTT 
N000BRI06E 
WOODSTOCK 
REGIONAL iCn. 6 
REGIONAL NO. 10 
REGIONAL NO. IZ 
REGIONAL NO. 13 
REGIONAL NO. 1^ 
REGIONAL NO. 15 
REGIONAL NO. 16 
REGIONAL NO. 17 
REGIONAL NO. 18 



STUDENTS 
TESTED 



^9 
182 
113 
207 
308 
99 
1^2 
86 
58 
4<f 
173 
71 
89 
95 
191 
120 
146 
100 



TOC 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



ConMCtiCut SUM Bocrd of Cdoc«ti'on. Ail rights rtstrvtd. PrinUd In Unittd Stittf of Am«rJct 



oJL 


44 


79 


65 


55 


67 


72 


60 


45 


95 


83 


94 


97 


78 


92 


84 


82 


75 


86 


50 


85 


88 


59 


70 


•74 


52 


54 


79 


55 


72 


78 


48 


57 


58 


43 


50 


86 


55 


77 


84 


51 


67 


70 


60 


55 


94 


83 


93 


93 


51 


71 


83 


60 


58 


93 


68 


93 


92 


57 


68 


80 


61 


61 


93 


80 


97 


94 


66 


81 


88 


78 


80 


88 


48 


79 


90 


55 


69 


78 


62 


67 


91 


66 


98 


98 


70 


75 


84 


80 


57 


90 


68 


90 


92 


60 


65 


77 


68 


55 


93 


62 


93 


94 


63 


80 


83 


76 


82 


94 


54 


93 


90 


51 


82 


88 


73 


52 


85 


67 


96 


96 


71 


80 


85 


74 


67 


94 


73 


93 


95 


64 


78 


86 


75 


71 


92 


75 


88 


91 


63 


68 


* 78 


67 


52 


93 


64 


88 


90 


57 


60 


77 


60 


59 


84 


60 


90 


91 


68 


71 


78 


70 


65 



5.9 
7.8 
6.2 
5.4 
6.0 
6.8 
6.7 
7.6 
6.4 
7.2 
6,7 
7.3 
6.8 
7.2 
7.3 
6.7 
6.5 
6.8 



45 
73 
32 
33 
43 
49 
42 
61 
43 
59 
50 
66 
57 
54 
58 
48 
52 
61 



45 
53 
42 
41 
43 
48 
45 
49 
44 
53 
45 
50 
48 
49 
48 
44 
48 
47 



T7 
9 
36 
41 
29 
14 
23 
14 
28 
5 
21 
10 
17 
20 
15 
25 
19 
22 



4 10 



16 
27 
21 
17 
24 
17 
26 
29 
16 
35 
21 
28 
25 
26 
24 
35 
29 
16 



lb 
14 
13 
11 
13 
26 
17 
14 
10 
16 
13 
16 
15 
14 
16 
11 
26 
14 



16 



10 



4 

4 5 
4 
4 

4 

5, 
5 
5 
5, 
5. 
5. 
5 
5 
4. 
5. 
4, 
5. 
4. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 4 



LANGUAGE ARTS 




DISTRICT 



TOC 1 TOTAL 
TOC 2 TOTAL 
TOC 3 TOTAL 
TOC 4 TOTAL 
TOC 5 TOTAL 
TOC 6 TOTAL 
STATE TOTAL 



STUDENTS 
TESTED 



TOC 



5,771 
6,33^ 
7,215 
5,769 
3,23^ 
2,2a5 
30,608 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



61 
86 
84 
91 
93 
88 
83 



67 
61 
70 
70 
61' 
62 



54 
87 
83 
90 
91 
85 
81 



"ST 
90 
87 
92 
93 
88 
85 



35 
58 
51 
65 
62 
57 
54 



37 
70 
63 
76 
75 
66 
64 



43 
77 
71 
83 
82 
75 
71 



29 
o4 
57 
71 
72 
62 
58 



27 
58 
52 
63 
6Z 
54 
52 



3.9 
6.6 
6.1 
7.0 
7.0 
6.4 
6.1 



55 
22 
29 
17 
16 
24 
28 



25 
27 
29 
28 
27 
27 
27 



38 
47 
43 
48 
48 
45 
44 



55 
22 
29 
17 
16 
24 
26 



28 
30 
31 
26 
29 
26 
29 



6 
IS 
13 
16 
16 
15 
13 



5 
9* 4 



377 
4.8 
4.6 
5.0 
5.0 
4.7 
4.6 



Cim ConnMttcui Suu 8o«rd o( tdtuuon Ait ri^Ms rti«fv«4, Prim*4 in Umt^d Suits of Aimriu. 

*DRP TOTALS DO NOT INCLUDE BETHANY/ EAST WINDSOR OR WEST HAVEN DATA 



APPENDIX J 
Type of Community Classifications 



r ■ 
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TYPE OF COMMUNITY 



TOC 1 » LARGE CITY - a town with a population of more than 100,000. 

TOC 2 = FRINGE CITY - a town contiguous with a large city, and with a 
population over 10,000. 

TOC 3 » MEDIUM CITY - a town with a population between 25,000 and 100,000 and 
not a Fringe City. 

TOC 4 » SMALL TOWN (Suburban) - a town within an SMSA* with a population of 
less than 25,000, not a Fringe City. 

TOC 5 = SMALL TOWN (Emerging Suburban) - a town with a population of less than 
25,000 included in what was a proposed 1980 SMSA but not included in a 
1970 SMSA. 

TOC 6 = SMALL TOWN (Rural) - a town not included in an SMSA, with a population 
of less than 25,000. 



^Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 
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APPENDIX K 
Student Participation Rates 



ERJC 



PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1986-1987 



ERIC 



DISTRICT 

ANDOVER 
ANSONIA 
ASHFORD 
AVON 

BARKHAMSTED 
BERLIN 
BETHANY 
BETHEL 
BLOOMFIELD 
BOLTON 
BOZRAH 
BRANFORD 
BRIDGEPORT 
BRISTOL 
BROOKFIELD 
BROOKLYN 
CANAAN 
CANTERBURY 
CANTON 
CHAPLIN 
CHESHIRE 
CHESTER 
CLINTON 
COLCHESTER 
COLEBROOK 
COLUMBIA 
CORNNALL 
COVENTRY 
CROMWELL 
DANBURY 
DARIEN 
DEEP RIVER 
DERBY 
EASTFORD 
EAST GRANBY 
EAST HADDAM 
EAST HAMPTON 
EAST HARTFORD 
EAST HAVEN 
EAST LYME 
" EASTON 
EAST WINDSOR 
ELLINGTON 
ENFIELD 
ESSEX 
FAIRFIELD 
FARMINGTON 
FRANKLIN 
GLASTONBURY 
GRANBY 
GREENWICH 
GRISWOLD 
GROTON 



TOTAL 
FOURTH-GRADE 
POPULATION 

3^ 
1^2 

52 
1^6 

38 
136 

62 
235 
176 

^5 

30 
207 
15^5 
509 
169 

85 
8 

70 

88 

18 
297 

27 
157 
110 

16 

^8 

1^ 
110 
103 
598 
176 

^6 

83 

17 

^1 

77 
13^1 
'♦'13 
206 
153 

6^ 

76 
138 
^01 

^5 
^>33 
193 

22 
305 
117 
^^8 
125 
456 



STUDENTS 
ELIGIBLE 
FOR TESTING 

34 
137 

46 
144 

34 
122 

60 
232 
171 

42 

30 
207 
1341 
509 
167 

83 
7 

67 

87 

15 
294 

27 
148 
105 

16 

45 

14 
103 

93 
573 
159 

46 

82 

16 

41 

76 
134 
421 
196 
150 

61 

74 
119 
395 

45 
409 
180 

22 
297 
115 
437 
116 
447 



PERCENT OF STUDENT 
POP EXEMPT 
FROM TESTING 

0.0 

3.5 
11.5 

1.4 
10.5 
10.3 

3.2 

1.3 

2.8 

6.7 

0.0 

0.0 
13.2 

0.0 

1.2 

2.4 
12.5 

4.3 

1.1 
16.7 

1.0 

0.0 

5.7 

4.5 

0.0 

6.3 

0.0 

6.4 

9.7 

4.2 

9.7 

0.0 

1.2 

5.9 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

5.0 

4.9 

2.0 

4.7 

2.6 
13.8 

1.5 

0.0 

5.5 

6.7 

0.0 

2.6 

1.7 

2.5 

7.2 

2.0 



PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 
MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READING 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.4 
100.0 
100.0 

98.1 

97.2 

99.6 
100.0 

97.6 
100.0 

98.5 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.6 
100.0 
100.0 

97.8 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.4 
100.0 

97.8 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.3 

99.5 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. C 
lOC.O 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.7 

99.1 

98.2 
100.0 

98.4 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
97.6 
95.1 
99.6 
100.0 
97.6 
100.0 
97.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.7 
100.0 
98.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.0 
100.0 
98.4 
98.7 
97.8 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.7 
98.5 
99.5 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.7 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.3 
98.3 
98.6 
98.3 
95.7 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.6 
91.6 
99.0 
100.0 
97.6 
100.0 
95.5 
100.0 
100.0 
99.7 
100.0 
99.3 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.4 
99.4 
97.8 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.7 
98.5 
99.8 
99.5 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.2 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.0 
99.1 
98.2 
99.1 
98.2 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
97.2 
99.6 
100.0 
97.6 
100.0 
97.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.7 
100.0 
99.3 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.0 
99.4 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.7 
98.5 
99.5 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.3 
99.1 
98.6 
9«.3 
97.3 
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PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1986-1987 



DISTRICT 

GUILFORD 

HAND EN 

HAMPTON 

HARTFORD 

HARTLAND 

HEBRON 

KENT 

KILLINGLY 

LEBANON 

LED YARD 

LISBON 

LITCHFIELD 

MADISON 

MANCHESTER 

MANSFIELD 

MARLBOROUGH 

MERIDEN 

MIDDLETOWN 

MILFORD 

MONROE 

MONTVILLE 

NAUGATUCK 

NEW BRITAIN 

NEW CANAAN 

NEW FAIRFIELD 

NEW HARTFORD 

NEW HAVEN 

NEWINGTON 

NEW LONDON 

NEW MILFORD 

NEWTOWN 

NORFOLK 

NORTH BRANFORD 

NORTH CANAAN 

NORTH HAVEN 

NORTH STONINGTON 

NORWALK 

NORWICH 

OLD SAYBROOK 

ORANGE 

OXFORD 

PLAINFIELD 

PLAINVILLE 

PLYMOUTH 

POMFRET 

PORTLAND 

PRESTON 

PUTNAM 

REDDING 

RIDGEFIELD 

ROCKY HILL 

SALEM 

SALISBURY 



TOTAL 
FOURTH-GRADE 
POPULATION 

2^8 
381 

17 
1929 

17 

91 

37 
179 

63 
209 

49 

76 
185 
469 
123 

68 
552 
303 
435 
258 
231 
317 
470 
202 
Uj 

\Z 
1211 
234 
234 
308 
257 

15 
157 

32 
215 

72 
712 
384 

92 
156 
113 
197 
166 
137 
38 
100 
58 
119 
92 
224 
148 
41 
27 



STUDENTS 
ELIGIBLE 
FOR TESTING 

244 
381 
15 
1652 
17 

85 

36 
173 

60 
200 

44 

75 
177 
460 
114 

68 
503 
300 
435 
254 
226 
286 
427 
191 
153 

70 
1089 
231 
217 
296 
238 

14 
157 

30 
200 

68 
688 
368 

92 
154 
107 
186 
159 
130 

31 

91 

57 
107 

78 
224 
139 

40 

26 



PERCENT OF STUDENT 
POP EXEMPT 
FROM TESTING 

1.6 
0.0 

11.8 

14.4 
0.0 

6.6 

2.7 

3.4 

4.8 

4.3 

10.2 

1.3 

4.3 

1.9 

7.3 

0.0 

8.9 

1.0 

0.0 

1.6 

2.2 

9.8 

9.1 

5.4 

7.8 

4.1 
10.1 

1.3 

7.3 

3.9 

7.4 

6.7 

0.0 

6.3 

7.0 

5.6 

3.4 

4.2 

0.0 

1.3 

5.3 

5.6 

4.2 

5.1 
18.4 

9.0 

1.7 
10.1 
15.2 

0.0 

6.1 

2.4 

3.7 



PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 
MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITINg"" READING 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.0 
100.0 

96.5 
100.0 

98.8 

98.3 
100.0 
100.0 

98.7 
100.0 

99.6 
100.0 
100.0 

99.2 

99.0 

99.1 
100.0 

99.1 
100.0 
100.0 

98.4 
100.0 

98.6 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.5 

98.5 
100.0 

99.5 
100.0 

99.4 
100.0 
100.0 

99.4 

99.2 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99,1 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

95.0 
100.0 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

95.8 
100.0 

97.6 
100.0 

99.4 

98.3 
100.0 
100.0 



98 
100 
99 
99 
100 
99 
98.7 
98.4 
100.0 
' 98.7 
99.3 
99.5 
95.3 
100.0 
97.1 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.7 
99.6 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.0 
98.5 
99.7 
98.9 
98.9 
99.4 
99.1 
99.5 
99.4 
99.2 
100.0 
98.9 
100.0 
95.3 
98.7 
100.0 
100.0 
95.0 
100.0 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
97.9 
lt)0.0 
98.8 
100.0 
98.8 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.7 
100.0 
99.6 
99.1 
100.0 
97.0 
99.0 
98.6 
99.6 
99.1 
99.7 
100.0 
98.4 
100.0 
98.6 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.6 
100.0 
100. Q 
100.0 
99.5 
98.5 
100.0 
99.2 
100.0 
99.4 
100.0 
100.0 
99.4 
100.0 
100.0 
96.7 
100.0 
98.1 
98.7 
100.0 
100.0 
97.5 
100.0 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

96.6 
100.0 

96.5 
100.0 

99.4 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.7' 
100.0 

99.8 

99.1 
100.0 

99.6 

99.0 

98.9 
100.0 

99.1 

99.7 
100.0 

99.0 
100.0 

98.6 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.7 
100.0 
100.0 
IGO.O 

99.5 

98.5 
100.0 

99.5 

98.9 

98.7 
100.0 
100.0 

99.4 
100.0 
100.0 

96.7 
100.0 

99.1 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

97.5 
100.0 
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PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1986-1987 



DISTRICT 

SCOTLAND 
SEYMOUR 
SHARON 
SHELTON 
SHERMAHf 
SIMSBURY 
SOMERS 
SOUTHINGTON 
SOUTH HINDSOR 
SPRAGUE 
STAFFORD 
STAHFORD 
STERLING 
STONINGTON 
STRATFORD 
SUFFIELD 
THOMASTON 
THOMPSON 
TOLLAND 
TORRINGTON 
TRUMBULL 
UNION 
VERNON 
VOLUNTOHN 
HALLINGFORD 
WATERBURY 
HATERFORD 
HATERTOHN 
HESTBROOK 
WEST HARTFORD 
WEST HAVEN 
HESTON 
WESTPORT 
WETHERSFIELD 
MILLINGTON 
HILTON 
WINCHESTER 
WINDHAM 
WINDSOR 
WINDSOR LOCKS 
WOLCOTT 
WOODBRIDGE 
WOODSTOCK 
REGION VI 
.REGION X 
REGION XII 
REGION XIII 
REGION XIV 
REGION XV 
REGION XVI 
REGION XVII 
REGION XVIII 



TOTAL 
FOURTH-GRADE 
POPULATION 

12 
141 

33 
345 

21 
292 

91 
430 
262 

30 
103 
834 

29 
140 



107 
78 
100 
149 
299 
327 
9 

315 
27 
408 
957 
167 
219 
47 
481 
468 
108 
205 
182 
50 
183 
121 
226 
309 
99 
144 
86 
59 
52 
175 
71 
92 
100 
198 
121 
.157 
105 



STUDENTS 
ELIGIBLE 
FOR TESTING 

10 
141 

30 
323 

21 
285 

87 
418 
262 

28 

94 
780 

28 
132 
391 
107 

75 

91 
149 
284 
327 
9 

305 

25 
378 
905 
161 
198 

47 
468 
417 
106 
196 
171 

49 
182 
114 
199 
508 

95 
144 

86 

58 

44 
173 

71 

89 

95 
191 
120 
148 
100 



PERCENT OF STUDENT 
POP EXEMPT 
FROM TESTING 

16.7 
0.0 
9.1 
6.4 
0.0 
2.4 
4.4 
2.8 
0.0 
6.7 
8.7 
6.5 
3.4 
5.7 
3.2 
0.0 
3.8 
9.0 
0.0 
5.0 
0.0 
0.0 
3.2 
7.4 
•7.4 
5.4 
3.6 
9.6 
0.0 
2.7 
10.9 
1.9 
4.4 
6.0 
2.0 
0.5 
5.8 
11.9 
0.3 
4.0 
O.'O 
0.0 
1.7 
15.4 
1.] 

o.e 

3.3 
5.0 
3.5 
0.8 
5.7 
4.8 



PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 
MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READING 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.4 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.9 

98.8 
100.0 

99.2 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.7 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.1 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.4 

99.5 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.1 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.6 
100.0 
IGO.O 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.9 
100.0 
100.0 

98.6 
100.0 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.5 
100.0 
99.3 
98.9 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
97.7 
100.0 
98.5 
99.2 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.3 
100.0 
98.8 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
97.9 
99.4 
100.0 
100.0 
99.6 
99.3 
99.1 
99.5 
99.4 
95.9 
100.0 
99.1 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.6 
98.8 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
97.9 
99.0 
100.0 
98.6 
99.0 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.1 
100.0 

99.3 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

95.3 
100.0 

97.7 

99.2 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.4 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.0 

99.4 
100.0 
100.0 

99.8 

98.8 
100.0 

99.5 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.2 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.6 
100.0 
100.0 

65.9 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.5 
100.0 

98.6 
100.0 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.4 
100.0 
99.3 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.9 
99.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.7 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
99.7 
99.1 
99.4 
100.0 
100.0 
99.6 
99.3 
100.0 
99.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
97.4 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.6 
98.8 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.9 
99.0 
100.0 
98.6 
100.0 
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